FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-L

PC-L1 PC-L2
From: Leslie La Berge [leslie@dpmi.cccoxmail.com] T ——
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2012 1:25 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: comments

I-405 Improvement Project

I think it all sounds good. }1 Public Hearing

Leslie La Berge Comment Sheet

Flease provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Enviranmental Impact Report /
Leslie®dpmi.occoxmail .com Environmantal Impact Staternent {EIR/EIS). Comments mus: be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Monday, June 4, 2012 ~ Orange Goast Community Caliege [] Thussday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

w Wednesday, Junae 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center DT'hursday. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Center
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Please pruwdo your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Repon / o
Fimpact S (EIR/EIS). Commenls mus! be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, =

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following]:
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Responses may also be emailed to:

405 dedcomments. parsons @ parsons com
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PC-L4
From: Jeanine Lambert [jlamb@dslextreme.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 17, 2012 10:23 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 1-405 Improvement Project Comment Sheet

Meeting Venue : Monday June 4, 2012

Jeanine Lambert

Costa Mesa Resident for over 20 years
949-548-7792

jlamb@dslextreme.com

| atlended the public hearing at OCC Student Center and | am extremely opposed to the Option 3 Plan of the proposed

options. I's access is only from the 73 FWY and then not again until Magnolia St. This would benefit a few at the cost to

our cily and our businesses. It would not benefit those of us using the FWY to get around town and probably slow the 1
traffic in regular lanes. It would difficult and costly to menitor if people are using the toll lanes properly. Also the rebuilding

of the Fairview St overpass is a hardship and waste to the community that only recently had to deal with constuction of an
averpass costing ST Million.

Sincerely,

Jeanine Lambert

PC-L5
From: Jeanine Lambert {ilamb@dslextreme.com)]
Sent: Sunday, June 17, 2012 10:34 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: 1-405 Improvement Project Public Hearing Comment Sheet
Ailsa Lambert
2323 Elden Ave #17
Costa Mesa,CA 92627
945-545-6058
stamb7 @amall.com
To OCTA,

| am opposad to the proposed Option 3 expansion to the 1-405 FWY. | feel it would be a detriment to our city and it's

businesses for the advantage of an elite few. Those coming from the 73 FWY and then not again until Magnolia Stin

Founttain Valley. Also, it makes no sense lo have to rebuild the Fairview St bridge that was anly rebuilt 3 years ago at the 1
cost of §7 Million and cause more hardship to the community.

Sincerely Yours,

Allsa Lambert

PC-L6

Smita Deshpande. Branch Chief,

Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvire, CA, 92612

Subject: Staic Route 405 (1-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and [-605
and Draft EIR/EIS

I am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 imrovcmeni _projact will have on our
community. [am especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane 1o a toll lane,

Alternative 3 would require that the Fairview/T 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even
though it was just rebuilt three years ago. Residences and public parks near the I- 405 will be
adversely affected both during construction and upon complel'ion of the project. Problems
include air pollution, noise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp
closures &t Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair
access ta the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy.

In addition,

Please include these comments in the public/administrative record for this project and the project
EIR/EIS. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Yours truly,

( Nae /1

“{Namé€ Y - )
/ iz 97 %M%MMMA, x&/fm gt

(Address) Vi 7 (City)
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PC-L7

|1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Praject Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envi | Impact {Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Caast Gommunity College [[] Thuesday, June 7, 2012 = Rush Park Auditorium

[ wednesday, June €, 2012 — Westminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Feuntaln Velley Senicr Center

Name (First and Lasty ROQQ{‘Q/V (; A/ﬁlfjp/\/

Orgarization:

Address{Optional): .
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(Space for comments continued on reverse)

From: Cynthia [mockster(1@gmail com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 12:15 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Comments on 405 expansion project
Hello,

{am a resident of Costa Mesa and | ardently oppose Option 3 of the 405 freeway expansion plans. | live near South
Coast Plaza and have many objections to Option 3. However | will only list my four strongest concerns:

1) Option 3 calls for converting the carpool lane from 2 two-person-per-car carpocl lane to a three-person-per-car
carpool lane. This will result in more single car drivers and thus MORE cars on the freeway. Commuters, with
some effart, can find another person with whom to carpool who has a similar starting point and destination.
However finding three people with similar start/end points in Crange County Is nearly impossible. If you can't
form a three person carpool 1o use the carpool lane you are not going te go through the hassle of forming a two-
persan carpool. Thus you will revert to driving solo and putting more cars on the road. This is just a reality of
our dispersed living/working situations. DO NOT TAKE AWAY THE TWC PERSON CARPOOL LANE AVAILABILITY —
YOU WILL INCREASE CARS ON THE ROAD,

Opticn 3 is inherently unfair to most motorists. 5o many of us are tired of wealthy people being able to buy
their way out of responsibility and shared burden. Yes, the freeways are crowded. We can counter that by
altering our commute window or by forming carpools or by moving closer to our work places. Those are eptions
we ALL have regardless of income. What we don't all have is the means to BUY our way out of these
responsibilities through toll lanes. That avenue is only cpen to those whe have high incomes and thus
disposable income. | may be a teacher who MUST be at a place at a given time. | may have the most NEED to
have a swift commute, however | don't have the MEANS to sufficiently show that need. Does that mean my
time and my work is less valuable than the time and work of a more wealthy commuter? NO. Toll lanes are
unfair, We all pay for the land and the road construction through our taxes; we should all benefit, not just those
who are the wealthy among us.

When you put in a toll road, you put in an incentive to make the commute miserable for the rest of the people.
Toll roads require money to operate, not only to pay back the original investment but also to operate and
maintain on an ongoing basis. The only way to de that is to have a steady and predictable income. If freeways
run smoothly and there is no crowding/slowing then people will not use the toll lanes and thus income will not
be coming in. How will you make payroll and operations expenses? Rather, you will do everything you canto
make the general lanes crowded and inconvenient thus prompting the wealthy to pay the tolls. So you will do
things to guarantee more cars on the road and/or crowding (such as changing the rules of the carpool lane from
two people to three people). Or other things such as scheduling construction projects during the day rather
than at night. And yes, these happen. We all know it.

Finally, it is unfair to the people of Costa Mesa to add lanes through our community that our community cannot
use because of the insane entrance/exit points, If a community is inconvenienced and impacted by a project
they should at least benefit from the project at least as much if not more than other communities. Option 3isa
benefit for South County residents at the expense of Central County residents. It is unfair and we the people of
Costa Mesa will not stand for it.

2

3

4

| am completely opposed to Option 3 and 1 will support every effort of Costa Mesa to black it should that option be
selected, including legal action. It is unfair and we will not stand for it.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Laurence

953 Carnation Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
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PC-L9

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Pleasa provide your comments regarding the 1-405 improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

7] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College [} Thursday, June 7, 2012~ Rush Park Auditordium

D Wadnesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Commurity Center DThursdes'. June 14, 2012 = Fountain Valley Senior Center
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PC-L10

To: Christina Byrne and OCTA and Cal Trans,

| am asking you to consider Option #1 (one lane each direction N
and NO moving the Sound-wall) in regards to the three options available
since it is the only option that was authorized by "Measure M". The "No
Build", at this point, seems as though it is no longer a consideration....why?
I do believe that we as residents of College Park East have many valid
concerns. One of which is intrusion into our neighborhood by removing a
necessary portion or lane space needed for safe travel on such a busy
street.

Please NOTE: This is the only street that can be traveled to reach specific
homes on the cul-de-sacs (South side/ FWY side) of CPE.

There are other valid concerns in regards to our environment. Sound of
course is a huge concern and most important of all our "Air Quality". You
cannot tell me honestly that with the increase of travel expected by Option
#3 that our health would not be in jeopardy. We have seen more cancer
these days than ever before. Much of which we have come to realize has
been due to the environmental impact from over building into residential
areas.

Exhaust emitted from automobiles and aircraft collect in the bronchial tubes
and travel down our bronchial tubes then rest in the alveoli. When this
happens, the lungs have no way to eliminate these foreign black particles
in which eventually they turn cancerous or cause COPD.

(Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease)

How do | know this my husband has worked in the LAX area for a few
years during that time he has been breathing in these same particles he
has been diagnosis ed with asthma and other issues. His last X-Rays
showed these black particles which had acclumated from the heavy car
exhaust and aircraft at LAX. The Pulmonary Specialist said that there is no
way to remove these particles and that some day they most likely will
become Cancerous.

| was looking up the endangered species list which had prevented

certain developments from moving forward, the Spotted Qwl, a lizard, a
turtle etc. How is it that the importance human life and the quality of human
life falls below that of an animal?

I am asking you to review this information and consider not pushing for
option #3 but to do what is right and consider the welfare of the residents of
CPE ...Could you really do that? | believe you can...but will you?

Please, Do Not move the Sound-wall and No Express lanes or Toll roads
either ...No Overbuilding PLEASE!

>1
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PC-L11 PC-L12
: c] itzi Y From: Anh-Tuan Le [atizpe. mtoc@gmail.com]
;’;:.T %’.‘,’ﬁﬂ‘:{,‘?ﬁ‘?’é‘é‘:‘;‘?‘;@"ﬁ @yatoo.cor] Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:03 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments To: Parsans, 408.dedcomments
Subject: State Route 405 (1-405, San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605 and Draft EIR/EIS gz;:je:t- Egsnscl’igiqag&e.rs
Subject: State Route 405 (I-405, San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605 and Draft c the 405 EIR/EIS:
EIR/EIS omments on the g
| am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 improverent project will have on ™\
our community. | am especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San My family resides a few hundred yards from the 405 off Magnolia Street in the City of Fountain Valley.
Diego Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a toll | am a consulting engineer with extensive experience in the planning and implementation of
lane. transportation projects. | appreciate this opportunity to comment on a project in my backyard that 1
affects the environment and the transportation economy of my children and their children for decades
| have been a resident of Costa Mesa since 1983 and a Costa Mesa Home Qwner since to come.
1989. My residence backs onto the 405 freeway/Fairview interchange. The only buffer we > 1
have between us and the 405 freeway is the Gisler Park. We have already suffered
through the demolition and rebuilding of the Fairview Bridge. The construction noise and . " "
: : g : I i . My comments underscore other vocal community opposition to the establishment of toll lanes that
air pollution was unbearable and we don't want to go through “.aga".' =nee Alternative 3 agpear to more adversely affect local transportation facility users than commuters passing through. |
does not enhance the freeway for Costa Mesa residents and will definitely adversely affect am not against toll lanes per se as instrument for congestion management when it is absolutely
our property values in these uncertain times. required. | am disappointed that for such a significant size project, the altematives proposed and the > 2
. . . analyses presented fall quite short of the mission of OCTA and Caltrans to deliver viable
Alternative 3 would require the Fairview/| 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even transportation programs aimed at improving the “quality of life” of Orange County. Given the long-
though it was just rebuilt three years ago. Our residence is already adversely affected by term nature of transportation investments that affect future generations of users and taxpayers, the
freeway noise and dirt coming off the freeway into our house. Altemative 3 will affect 406 Plan, as is, is deficient in making a business investment case for public support. _J
Gisler Park and increase the traffic noise and pollution to say nothing construction noise > 2
and problems. We already face the freeway wall on the side of Gisler park. Alternative 3
would further degrade the visual quality of our house and neighborhoods. Ramp closur : :
at Harbor, Fairvitgaw and South Cc?as‘t \:}gli not only inconvenier?ce residents, but?rnpair ° Given the State of California’s AB 32 ;md SB 3?5! mandates_ and regional plann_lng guidelines N
access to the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy. promu !gat_ed by SCAG'- iines DS Fian [ niotsat 2 Rl synch_wnh Ja_ws anq Iegelations a_nd bt
Y 9 Y _J practices in transportation development planning. There is medical evidence on the increased
L . incidence of asthma in the vulnerable young and the added health risk to frail seniors exposed to fine
I'hope you will listen to your Costa Mesa residents and leave the freeway alone. particle pollution along freeway corridors (schools and many senior communities dot the corridor).
: . There is widespread acknowledgement by public health, medical, and education professionals of the > 3
Thank you for your assistance in this matter. alarming rise in the obesity epidemic and health problems of youths and teens and the increased
. economic costs associated with a car-dependent culture and urban form where there are few safe
Sincerely mobility options ~ the voice and needs of these constituents are not represented in the EIR analyses

and the 405 Plan. In such context, | find the EIR's reference to air quality compliance and climate y

Mitzi C. Lawrence change impacts as "speculative science” bordering on the irresponsible.

Rather than just adding lanes to the 405, OCTA and Caltrans must evaluate the opportunity and

needs for improving the corridor and its impact on local streets as an integrated transportation

system. As is, the 405 Plan exacerbates the modal imbalance and inequity deeply embedded in the 4
present transportation system. I'm not against widening the roadway, but such widening must be

done in context of a clear strategy for addressing the mobility needs of the citizens of Orange County

March 2015 R1-PC-L-6 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L12 Continued

in keeping with the Measure M2 voter approval and the laws and regulations that govern
transportation project approval and funding.

~

Earlier when | posed the question to OCTA's management team at the Taxpayers Oversight
Committee Meeting whether TDM measures were considered, | was disappointed that the response
was merely "we plan TMP during construction” and that "yes, we think the median can be used for
BRT or LRT years from now" -- neither of which addresses the TOM question. What's ignored is the
greater benefit with less cost in the more astute ulilization of existing modes and facility resources -
e.g., taxi dispatch stations, mitigating current hide & ride drivers with "freeway oasis" developments

on strategic sliver sites, local business loop shuttles that connect, say, Little Saigon and Koreatown,
Mile Square Park, and the surrounding medical complexes and other significant destinations. OCTA
and Caltrans can better exploit the creative thinking of the private sector and the job-creating potential
for public-private partnerships by reaching out beyond their institutional walls. W,

There are nil atternpts at urban design that could mitigate the barrier effect of an enlarged 405 that
separates communities like Fountain Valley and endangers the nearby residents that walk and bike,
especially the large vulnerable population of seniors in the area and the many youths who bike to
school. OCTA and Caltrans should explore with the community and stakeholder interests how the
public art program, combined with visual guidelines for urban design, could result in iconic mitigation
features that replace land taken for roadway construction with green spaces and mini-parks that are
readily accessible to local residents who bike and walk. Such public art would provide meaningful
functionality, more so than mere sound wall art as now seen on the SR-22 and I-5. _J

From the SR-22 Phase 1 construction by OCTA and Caltrans that went on for nearly four years, | saw\
how early promises of tree planting were not kept though they were mitigation measures stipulated in
the EIR and presented by OCTA staff at city hearings when public acceptance was sought. Funds
allocated for landscaping were eventually diverted into change orders. Dust from heavy roadway
construction and unplanted slopes affected residents, businesses, and the air conditioning and health
of children in nearby schools for years. Moreover, the freeway construction coupled with local streets
construction made commercial centers like Little Saigon one giant construction site — in effect, dealing
a gut punch to many businesses that suffered and closed because customers shy away from
construction sites and circulation detours. We must avoid such poor planning and coordination in the

e

>5

> 6

>7

405 Plan.

Sincerely,

Anh-Tuan Le, P.E.
Orange County Measure M2 Taxpayers Oversight Committee

Member, Audit Subcommittee
Supervisorial District One

PC-L13

From: Kim Le [homerkimpson@yahoo.com|

Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 11:19 PM

To: Moorlach, John; Adams, Audra; Bates, Pat: Campbell, Bill; dhansen@surfeity-hb.org;
CFikes@surfcity-hb.org, Nguyen, Janet; fvcrandall@yahoo.com; lomi@lormrigalloway.com;
pataab@city org; mpulide@sant; org, pherzog@lakeforesica.gov;
Jjamante@tustinca.org; Wendy Knowles; fuproud@fountainvalley.crg;
citycouncil@cityoforange. org; mayer@garden-grove.org

Subject: Stop the 405 Toll Roads!

Please, please do not put this evil plan into effect. To use Measure M money to create a
toll road on a freeway that so many people depend on is to take advantage of your people, to
stiff us working class stiffs, and to further pad pockets already lined. Can we please just
add more carpool lanes, which promote harmony and conservation?

Thanks for taking the time today to read this,

Kim Le

Sent from my iPhone
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PC-L14

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Plee_.sc provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmenta! Impact Report /
Enviranmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

D Wonday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coest Commurliy College |:| Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

:j Wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 ~ Fountain Valley Senios Canter

!Namﬂlm:andLasn;}p/jafeSﬁ’) . Lréﬁyﬁ/f

;. Organizaticn: ¢

_ ~gbos Kocl 52 :
. Address{Optional): Lj f S- C\; . 01{364,&’6 /‘S‘:V‘ #-j S }‘? )
1) §36637 [

Comments:__ : I : )
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{Space for comments continued on reverse)

Comment:

PC-L14 Translation

A lot of traffic, so more jobs are generated. }- 1
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PC-L15

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental impact Statement (Draft EIRMEIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later then July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):

E] Monday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community College ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Avditorium

7] Wednesday, June €, 2012 ~ Westminster Community Cerder [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Founlain Vally Senior Center

Hame (First and Last):
clslea/ o

Organization:  #7f ) -
Labe. L ool (52

‘Address{Oplional): . ~
e 506 I/ Bt e SP Sedfe- owe cu/ $FFo ¥

[ Phone Numbe

i (7/%) g3%0c59

| Emall address:

Comments:_/ {~ i/l ofco _fede ovr lg GrespleciT SR 7

1

_of Pk b .J'ﬂ;.r{t’" auel __ S7e T

J

OCTA

(Space for comments centinued on reverse)

PC-L16

bl21f12

RE STOP THE 405 FREEWAY SOUND WALL REMOVAL IN SEAL BEACH

TO Governor Brown, Seal Beach City Council, Smita Deshpande, Cal Trans, OCTA, Profiting Entities,

My name is L. Le Cou, | am writing to discuss the profound effects the newest plans for the 405widening
project will have on the already beleaguered College Park East compmmity in Seal Beach CA.
1 own a home immediately on the Almond avenue running by the freeway 20 foot high sound wall. My
family will be severcly affected in regards to health and finances by this newest design for the freeway
widening project.

Measure M was voted on and passed by the public. Its intent to add one lane each way to the 405
freeway system. A DOABLE SACRIFICE BY THIS COMMUNITY BECAUSE THE FREEWAY
SOUND WALL WAS TO BE LEFT UNTOUCHED!. Caltrans,OCTA and the designing entities have
radically altered the construction plans leaving our community without a voice or VOTE. The plans that cal 1
trans, the planners, state of ca and the city have developed now, will have devastating effects on our lives,
hiealth and fragile finencial statuses. Our homes ere already feeling the financial losses with just the
planning stages.

As it stands two new lanes in each direction are being presented as the new plans, Possible toll roads
have been also presented. We have been told that the freeway sound wall is being removed and will take
away APX 10 feet of our existing roadwey on Almond aveme, Narrowing this road and depleting our
parking and bringing the freeway that much closer to our homes, We are too expect the wall to not be 2
replaced TN ANY SPECIFIC TIME FRAME. The replacement wall will not be the same height as current
standard height will shorten it by two feet. UNACCEPTABLE!

So here is the unbearable voiceless burdens for my family and those in the same predicament. We were
1o put our house on the market, as we have waited awhile to be able to sell given the housing market crash.
W E WERE TO DOWN SIZE TO HELP WITH OUR RETIREMENT and to alleviate other problems. A
house two doors down on the market for sale is just sitting, despite pleaty of prospective buyers. The reason > 3
by the prospective buyers... you guessed it, they don’t want to deal with the freeways upcoming issues. So
my family’s expected severe loss of equity, in order to sell at & discount is not financially feasible for us.
This traps us financizlly, at a time when we need all the help we can get. THE PROBABLE 100,000 LOSS
in order to sell shouldn’t be just our burden . <

NEXT MAJOR PROBLEM . NOISE. We are already sleepless by the nearby pounding, beeping,

crashing, rattling, Joud voices, vibrations of the construction taking place . We are already expericncing
cracking in our walls of our home. Now imagine this happening with out a sound wall and right on our
immediate door steps. T am a critical care registered nurse working 12 hour shifts in a busy trauma unit. |
cannot do my job without sleep. The noise factor without the freeway sound wall will not be livable. Sleep > 4
deprivation will play a heavy cost in my families life. We need that sound wall 1o stay where it is and Cal
Trans and the state of CA need to sound proof the homes immediately next to the wall with double paned
sound proof windows. We certainly can’t bear the cost of lost hours on the job or replacing windows to
mitigate noise,

Issue regarding onr health besides sleep deprivation. The soot, dirt, airt dust will exp tiatly
increase during construction. Also, as the added lanes to nowhere at the LA county line bring congestion air 5
pollution from idling stopped cars will increase smog. What do we do to protect our lungs? Just on my
street we have lost 3 people to early death from cancer and asthma. AND AS WE ALL KNOW LACK OF
SLEEP DOES NOT MAKE US NICER PEOPLE OR DRIVERS OR PARENTS, FRIENDS,

NEIGHBORS, LOVERS OR ANY OTHER THING!

Did T mention loss of usable property being our homes will become unlivable with the wall down.

Cracking of the walls etcetera. Loss of home prices due to undesirable location to the constroction. 6

What about our lungs? Look at our cars and the dirt caking them just because of the current freeway
construction. What about the additional expense to keep our cars passably clean?

Really, what about our lungs?
Gridlock, no the four new lanes to no where are not going to help me get home, they will delay that.
Toll lanes? now really do 1 have to pay now to get home and do 1 really have to sit in traffic while they sit 7
empty for the most pars? G ing revenue al my exp is really below the belt. Studies have shown
these toll roads do not generate enough to pay the cost of building them also they are underutilized. I should
be able to VOTE on ail these new plansi
What about the busi that will be bypassed if toll roads arc pleced. WHAT DOES THEEIR/EIS ~ — }— 8
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PC-L16 Continued

(Of!ﬁf.'Q_.

RE STOP THE 405 FREEWAY SOUND WALL REMOVAL IN SEALBEACH

study say sbout that? NOT THAT 1 REALLY CARE. The city over built seal beach bvd against most of our
wishes and failed to fix the Seal Beach bridge for the added traffic congestion that RESULTED. Timing
how long ambulances take with sirens on seal beach blvd breaks my nurses heart. College park East 8
residents have to cope with those changes brought to our lives. This is an excellent example of how EIR/
EIS STUDIES ARE NEVER CORRECT AND SKEWED TO ACCOMPLISH DESIRED OUTCOMES
TO GET PROJECTS APROVED!
1 may not have correlated my response to the EIR/ELS in a systematic fashion but come on folks im a

mother and a nurse, not a engineer or lawyer... !

In conclusion, what are the plans to compensate our losses, health , sleep deprivation , real-estate losses,
noise and air pollution. What real study shows our safety and health end finaces will be maintained.

We have been told the wall is coming down and the construction is going to happen. We have no voice in 9
this process the meetings are just lip service! AS OUR ELECTED OFFICLALS WHAT DO YOU HAVE
TO SAY ABOUT THIS? WHERE IS MY VOTE? THIS IS NOT THE MEASURE M WE VOTED ON!

Please help us! ‘\I
e

Lotrie le Couat 3540 Camation Circle Seal Beach CA

—

PC-L17
From: ca.best@sbeglobal net
Sent: Friday, June 0B, 2012 6:51 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: DISCREPANCIES ON YOUR REAL ESTATE DATA

Good afternoon.
| have gotten your address by Christina L. Byme, Community Relations Officer, Orange County Transportation Authaority.
The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the REAL ESTATE Data you have on our property is incomect,

ue need to be up

The number of employees and the annual r

Please let me know where | can send the comect Data,
Thank you.

Byung Lee G.M.

Days Inn & Suite Huntington Beach/ F in Valley
9125 Recreation Circle

Fountain Valley, CA. 92708

Tel: 714)847-3388

Fax: 714)842-4192

PC-L18
RUBY & HOLLIS LEE
3611 ROSE CIRCLE
SEAL BEACH, CA 90740
July 7, 2012
Smita Deshponde

CalTrans District 12
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612

Attn: 405 DEIR/DEIS Comment Period

Dear Ms.Deshpone,

- - \
We live in College Park East next to the wall that may be torn down. We have lived in
this area for forty years and we are very upset that the wall may be torn down.

We looked at the marks that were made to show how far the wall will come into Almond.
It does not make sense to remove the wall for several feet. This will involve weeks or
months of having no wall at all. Almond is a street that most of the residents walk down
or ride bicycles. By moving the wall it will bring us closer to the freeway which will

bring more noise and lower our home values.

Is CalTrans prepared to buy our home at the price that the other homes in College Park
East are selling for at that time? Is CalTrans prepared for lawsuits that will be brought
forth because of this?

Is CalTrans aware that it will be much more difficult for the drivers to enter the
northbound 405 because there will be four lanes to go across which probably will cause
more accidents. Right now there is approximately one accident a day at Seal Beach Blvd
going south.

Is CalTrans aware that there will be gridlock and congestion when the lanes are ending
because of Los Angeles County?

We don’t believe that these problems have really been thoroughly investigated. Please
don’t destroy our neighborhood.

Al b o222

Ruby W. Lee

March 2015
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PC-L19

Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief,

Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period”
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA, 92612

Subject: State Route 405 (1-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605
and Draft EIR/EIS
I am concerned zbout the impacts the State Route 405 improvement project will have on our ™

community, [am especially corcerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a toll lane,

Alternative 3 would require that the Fairview/T 405 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even

though it was just rebuilt three years ago.  Residences and public parks near the 1- 405 will be

adversely affected both during construction and upon completion of the project. Problems

include air pollution, noise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp

closures at Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not enly inconvenience residents, but impair

access 1o the many businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy. <

Inaddition, & ¥cuwsE LS, BT THIS 1S A c;,;’{cj(;:‘d_r/ Ttftee

Is WO BewsEir o costa MESA. TheRsE i fE

- Fitysieie (& vt AEatie) (M pfers  AND GECOLMIC
cice Cqsm CEAG 7O AT A
s A Wit ESPECUAtey Huer THSE
it arl AeAResT— Causisd Fleom AQSE, Créur & U (Aqreey

R AGISE IREASSS, SOwm s o SCRT of ! e .
P = = - " R - = . -
iﬁ.f‘: A TS ARE Fedemivend,  THE adiy Bouer (7 Foe #3 s Cj $§

Te Ctlhe  PrEAsSE paew . WE Pay ATTEATIOA, 441 (W& VaTeE /
Please include these comments in the public/administrative record for his project and the projeer © _/

LAt CEPTA BLE
[mMiseT s, ComsSTRwp ion
Pevpess

EacIue T

Lo CHtir e OF
FTRessS

EIR/EIS. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Lﬁffuﬂz
Yours truly, . .?(/,f-,:_’ L EFFER OB w
EE?’/: —— ‘J’/_%’é’/\“ 7{//% (/’. N
{Name) £ LG

200 C Eeonr [Ronp C.osTA ME’S/} Iok 26
(Address) o )

_ Please keep me informed about future hearings and future steps in the review process for
the I- 405 project.

PC-L20

Gigi L [gtimesZl@gmail.com]
Tuesday, July 17, 2012 3:50 PM
Parsons, 405.dedcommenis

A 405 Improverment Project

Jear Ms. Deshpande,

[ feel compelled to write this note in regards to the San Dicgo Freeway (405) Improvement Project. First T must M
comment that I don't understand how California is able to propose the various alternatives, some of which
require major adjustments, when the state is facing such financial struggles. T know that in the present economic
conditions, my family has had to scale back and live more frugally. I would expect the same from the

governmenl. However that being said I want to address a few of the most important issues that affect me
personally.

Presently, merging onto the 405 freeway from Scal Beach Blvd is dangerous! It is extremely difficult 1o enter <
onto the 405 North freeway from the Seal Beach on ramp and cross over the Tth Street exit lanes, the 605 exit
janes and finally on to the 405 lanes (crossing 5 lanes in what seems less than a block's length), with cars

barreling down on you going 65-75 mph. This is an area ripe for major accidents. This smal stretch cannot
support two more lanes northbound. Why would Orange County event propose this when LA County has no

plans of extending these lanes in the near future? As I speculate based on the economy, this will probably not
happen. Why should money be spent on a project that will never be completed? Also what happens to all the

cars when the lanes reduce back down? In my opinion that would not be money wisely spent. _<
‘Which leads to my next question: why move a sound wall ten feet? Personally, 1 would like w extend my
kitchen wall out however due to the present economic situation T am conserving my money for necessary things
that may come up. I expect the government to do the same. I expect the government to take care and do what is
best for the people. I expect the government to act responsibly. There is a proposal for one lane in each direction
on the 405 freeway. Based on California's budget, wouldn't that be the most responsible, financially feasibl
proposal to implement? I believe that widening the 405 can be done to help alleviate traffic, costing less money
and distress to the community (air quality, sound level, excess traffic). There have been other

~1

> 2

>3

alternatives proposed that would make this possible.

I hope that OCTA and Cal Trans will consider the suggested alternatives and act responsibly on behalf of the
people of Orange County.

Thank you lor taking the time to read this note.

Sincerely,

Gigi Leiby

College Park East homeowner

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L21 PC-L22

_______ === RECEIVED
. July 1, 2012 JUL 16 2012

1-405 Improvement Project o

Public Hearing Larry Crandall CLERK OF THE

OCTA Board Member i,
Comment Sheet 550 S Main St. PO Box 14184 Orange CA 92863 L: (714) 560 6282
Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 | 't Prcject Draft Environmental Impact Report / Subject: I-405 widening impacting the College Park East Community in the City

Enviranmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Seal Beach (Between the SR -73 and 1-605)

! Meeting Venua (please check one of the following):

[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Cosst Community Colege  [] Thursday, June 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Auditorium Dear Board Member:

[ Wednesday, June 6, 2012 ~ Westminster Communky Center [ ]Thurscay, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center I am a resident of the City of Seal Beach College Park East Community. 1 am asking you to

vote for Alternative 1 for the |-405 Freeway Improvement project. This alternative will have the 1
N j‘ " most limited community and environmental Impacts compared to any other alternative. My

akadvite \$Anus community believes this altemnative is the best choice because:

Laloovk . ) . .

Address(Optional): . - - - _' . A . 207 1. Alternative 1 does not encroach 10 feet into Almond St. which has‘ an exﬁ_shng‘ soundwall that
1438 Megnolio WYe. Sante na , L4 4277077 protects the community. If this wall is torn down and a new wall is built for widening the I-405, it

Phions fumber: W4 2SS I Emadl doress] will make Almond a very narrow and probably a one way street. In case you were not aware, > 2

SuiL } = Almond Street is a dedicated Tsunami escape route and the only community access route out

E from the College Park Community. Almond Street needs to be wide and two ways configuration

f . , is needed in order to serve as an escape route due to floods and/or Tsunamis and to have

comments:__# ¥\ a b"\\fa LaSes c(ons }' vuthion Wovlkeys bikeways <

[ Name (First and Last): M

Crganization:

Nove Yeew Unewmployed anywhere Crom @ 2. Alternatives 2 and 3 will encroach 10 feet into Almond St and will also impact to existing
' > 1 parks at Astor Street and at Orleander Street. Like many parks in our community, children play
and senior citizens walk along Almond Street every day. Mothers and their children walk these > 3
\ose parks every day and walk along Almond St. An alternative that encroaches into our community
will create expose families and children to more vehicle exhaust which causes respiratory
/}- here WNauaes . problems, lung disease and/or lung cancer. The closer the freeway is closer to our
W community, the more exposed to vehicle exhaust and harmful toxics.

pronkins ta o year aud a hall.
This ‘v ellocd Wos Cavused Fiowa La

3. Funding is enly available for Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have a funding gap which will require OCTA to issue bonds and take more 4
of the County's tax dollars. The community and residents do not favor this iresponsible tax-

waste scenario.

4-Both alternatives 2 and 3 are proposing 10 lanes in each direction in Orange County .These
lanes configuration that is being proposed by OCTA makes no sense. This creates a classic 5
bottleneck scenario considering the fact that the 1-405 in Los Angeles County contains only 6

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

m lanes
5.-The MTA Los Angeles and Caltrans do not have the capital funds to widen the 1-405 6
OCTA freeway in Los Angeles County and will not have it until at least 50 years.

I Sincerely,

Dipe~
{Jomingokeon 4740 Dogwood Avenue Seal Beach, CA 80740

March 2015 R1-PC-L-12 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L22 Continued

1-405 WIDENING PROJECT

CITY OF SEAL BEACH: COLLEGE PARK EAST

QUESTIONS ABOUT RELOCATING THE SOUND WALLS
FACING ALMOND ST AND NARROWING ALMOND ST.

1. Almond Street is a designated Tsunami evacuating and flood \

route, if you make it one way, how the evacuation path affected and
what is is the mitigation route proposed. ? Almond St is the only
street with and straight alignment. College Park urban design is
such that no single street is continuous?

2. The houses on the East side of Almond Street will be only 12
feet from the 405 Freeway. Please provide detail of how are you
going to mitigate for noises that will affect not only Aimond, but all
street parallel and perpendicular to Almond Street. Additionally,
please provide Caltrans and CEQA permissible versus future noise
(by decibel) .Do not refer to existing tables on the EIS .Provide
detailed calculations

3. Studies have proved that inhabitants in houses which are less
than 500 feet from a freeway will be affected by millions

of automobile carbon monoxide and other cancernigers particles.
What is your plan to mitigate this? Do not refer to tables in the EIS
Please provide five independent technical studies and/or resources
from university, college professors, hospitals and other health
experts your mitigation is acceptable.

PC-L22 Continued

4. By narrowing Almond Street, two existing parks will be affected.
One at Astor Street and the other one at Oleander Street. Why are
you doing to mitigate the displacement of the parks? Furthermore,
young children use these parks for recreation and exercise. By
being closer to the freeway, children will be exposed to more
carbon monoxide emissions and can be be vulnerable to lung
disease, asthma, cancer etc.

5. Considering studies have shown that air pollution comes from
diesel exhaust alone, children may have increased risk of asthma
and other respiratory problems living 500 feet of busy roadways,
and long term noise exposure can increase stress, hypertension,
blood pressure, heart disease, sleep disturbance, hearing
impairment, and in children, can lead to learning delays, the
community demands for a complete Health Impact assessment be
performed for this P.R.

6. You have stated that OCTA was unsuccessfully in convincing
the Seal Beach Navy Weapon Station's local commanders in
acquiring 10 feet of property on the west side of their property.
Please provide meeting notes and copies of communications

The Navy has an immense amount of land and encroaching into
their property will only take out an access road and maybe a small
amount of the existing cabbage field. Why? The response was that

OCTA Board to address this issue and speak to the Secretary of
the Navy through the local Congress members Danna

Rohrabacher, Ed Royce and Loretta Sanchez explaining the

it was beyond OCTA, it is a political issue. | am asking for the
reasons why the Seal Beach College Park East community is j

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L22 Continued

opposing the encroachment and impacts to the College Park Wes’r\
and Almond Street freeway improvement proposal. There is no
doubt there will be a community health impact if the 1-405 project
encroaches into our neighborhood. Taking 10 feet of property at the
Navy Weapons Station area will not create the detrimental impact
compared to the community.

PC-L23

I-405 improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Plpase pra\rlde your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
al Impact {Draft EIRVEIS), Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012

7.Make an assessment of the appreciation and /or depreciation of C07n t Pl Garmes fynsesedlasiol sieresF B Bliaiigh
homes on streets parallel and perpendicular 500 feet east of } I , . , .
. . . . A [] Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Colege [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auitarium
Almond St. if the sound wall is built comparing values of today’s L] Wiy, ume €, 2042 — Westminstar Cormmmty Ceplor [ usaday, Jn® 14, 2012 - Fountal Vlley Saror Cartar
market to completion of soundwall , 5 and 10 years after.
Mame {First and Last)
wis Lesie s & /’
8. THE KEY ISSUE IS: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE FOR THE | [Cromnton f,az 587 Pladens
COLLEGE PARK EAST SEAL BEACH COMMUNITY.YOU ARE Address{Opiondl:
NOT DOING THIS ON THIS PROJECT / Phiors Namber: [Ematiies:
Submitted by Ce _f,{ﬂi_.é( cbgj\),t ‘i/ ,wf/.¢:%.-.,.:¢,z(,:. \L_ 1 .
Domingo Leon B
4740 Dogwood Avenue SEAL BEACH CA 90740
Email:principefelipe007@gmail.com
(Space for commeants cortinued on reverse)
S
0 & N
R < abrans’ OCTA
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PC-L24

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your o g the 1-408

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[[] tonday, June 2, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College

t Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement {Draﬂ EIRIEIS} Comments must be received by Calirans ne later than July 2, 2012,

r_‘] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Avditerium

[] wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Commurity Genter || Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Center

Name (First end Last): —/—,.-.;}—/; /ﬂﬁﬁ’.// > // / /

Organization: /"’/’}‘)’?é?_z";' Q:r{,_,{.}/ﬂ,g/,ég MKQ/V 5(%'2

PSS

Fhone Numbers all address:

[ Address{Optonal): //‘7(_{5’ /L/ \Bf&&’%/ 8’%

Comments: Wweed /0753 (‘v/ 7y e 7T 7]

e o

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

PC-L25
From: Sue Lester [esellaster@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 2:00 FM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Proposed 405 fwy Project

Ladies and Gentlemen,

T am writing in regard to the OCTA propased 405 freeway widening project, specifically Alternative #3. Asa
resident of Costa Mesa, 1 am not only concerned but taken aback that the OCTA would favor this altemative

that includes demolishing 4 virtually brand new bridge all in favor of creating toll lanes to generate revenue for
the OCTA. Residents in Costa Mesa and Huntington Beach will have their properties encroached on,

traflic during this expansion will be disastrous for Costa Mesa residents due to ramp closures and the impacts
hindering access to local businesses that may inhibit their sustainability, as well as impact the revenues to our 1
local and regional economies. Qur community will be subjected to unnecessary noise, air pollution, and blight >
from extended construction,

We are in the midst of one of the most difficult economic times our country has experienced. 1 can't fathom how
the OCTA can justify such a project that ultimately will create a "traffic break” for only those who can afford it.
I believe it's safe to say, the majority of commuters will not be able to afford the opportunity to use these lanes. <

As Tunderstand it, the EIR is full of holes as detailed in a letter sent to you by the Costa Mesa City Attorney.
The Cities of Costa Mesa, Huntington Beach, Seal Beach, Westminster, Long Beach and Rossmoor are also
opposed to this project and have formally made their oppositions known,

I encourage you to abandon this scheme to generate revenue for the OCTA and save the cities from the > 2
unnecessary burdens of your ill conceived idea.

T would like to remind all of you that you are on the OCTA Board from designated districts and you are
supposed to protect your districts from unreasonable, unnecessary expansions. It would be in every ones best
interest if vou did just that! Y,

Vote to stop alternative #3 and prevent litigation that none of our cities need!

Thank you in advance for making the right decision!

Sue Lester
Costa Mesa Resident
Costa Mesa City Council Candidate- 2012

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L26 PC-L27
Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief, an!: Jackie Leung Edleungﬁ@g_mail’.;om}
Caltrans-District 12, “Attn: 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period” oo e U Bl o
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200 Subject: 405 Expansion and effect on Rossmoor
Irvine, CA, 92612
Subject: State Route 405 (I-405; San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and 1-605 Dear QCTA,
and Drafi EIR/EIS
As a resident of Rossmoor, the 405 expansion project is concerning on several grounds all related N
1 am concerned about the impacts the State Route 405 improvement project will have on our N to the health, guality of life, and well being of my beloved neighborhood. Some things can be
community. T am especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego done to help. They are listed as follows:

Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car peol lane to a toll lane.
' would like OCTA to analyze whether reducing northbound lanes sequentially a mile or two before the county > 1

Alternative 3 \fmuld require that the Fairview/I 405 interchange be demelished and rebuili, even > 1 line would help mitigate the potential for congestion, air guality impacts and the possibility of motorists using
though it was just sebuilt three years ago.  Residences and P‘-‘}I’]’C parks near the 1- 405 will be surface streets in Los Alamitos to navigate around the chokepoint. Rather than losing two lanes at the county
Iadvenscl‘_.r_ aﬁmlcg both {junn\g construction and upon cump]cnlon oj'the project. Problems interface, we would like OCTA to consider squeezing down capacity miles from the county iine. If and when
include air poilution, roise, and degradation of the visual quality of our neighborhoods. Ramp Los Angeles County increases the capacity of the 405 in Long Beach, then the additional lanes of traffic could

closures at Harbor, Fairview, and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair

. p . . be opened at the county line.
access to the many businesses which contribute to cur local and regional economy. P ¥ /

/
In addition, ‘e ,w,% jﬁy P/wp,m eno Phana Plgndin drtl 2 Sl )
.,éﬁ;g,{,q. d ;,{(,«(,A”L{d,{ oL Zcel &7 6‘2—7‘!&.} )‘f # S277 Please also conduct air guality analysis inside Rossmoar and all Rossmoor schools. } 2

Al /"—z/‘t&uvax a0 L steri JAUNRATLG Mm«ﬁm

# 2, Uf/‘fﬂu‘-«” it o Mx/ 4791"6‘4-! '3‘316“ b ¥4 %&M ANl )
,(,f‘ AL O\z ihpasr . srielacoiny. &0»""/14.6"(5&@_4— Fligw dtfetlfee >

o7 hewahd g b AV Lors Ma&{m’ ) Zo 0. ot "D

S \ WA‘)»M& Lrsidarts /s a&o" Fhana /’7“‘1{* Certe
iy ajé/w,% j%wwwm LILL W—jfu

We are also asking that OCTA conduct a better outreach effort in Rossmoor to elicit input and carry out real
dialogue about the project. 3

aferd £F. (Jﬂ_ﬁ_ Flora /leas /

w&m It Ly aond Chrgue blinnitinve #FL Hard . /A Regards,
Please include tHbse comments ifl the public/administrative record for this project and the project

EIR/EIS. Thank you for the opporwunity to comment, Jackie Leung

Yours truly,

O 2T o 1y, Thsets G PL2T

(\J mE)‘» "ﬁt{,ua_ 'i&ﬂi' Faad #HA L A {/. G2LeE
233 Fesen d ot Osits Ppua., G262°7

(Address) {City)

_Please keep me informed about future hearings and future steps in the review process for
the I- 405 project.
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PC-L28
From: Joe Leung [jjleung8@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 10:56 PM
To: Parsons, 405 .dedcomments
Subject: Rossmoor Impact
Dear OCTA,

| would like OCTA to analyze whether reducing northbound lanes sequentially a mile or two before the county
line would help mitigate the potential for congestion, air quality impacts and the possibility of motorists using
surface streets in Los Alamitos to navigate around the chokepoint. Rather than losing two lanes at the county
interface, we would like OCTA to consider squeezing down capacity miles from the county line. If and when
Los Angeles County increases the capacity of the 405 in Long Beach, then the additional lanes of traffic could

be opened at the county line.

Please also conduct air quality analysis inside Rossmoor and all Rossmoor schools

We are also asking that OCTA conduct a better outreach effort in Rossmoor to elicit input and carry out real
dialogue about the project.

Regards,

Joe Leung

PC-L29

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Imp Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envirenmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRIEIS). Comments must be received by Calirans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

E'] Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Colfege :| Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
D Wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center [jThursdav. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Vallcy Sealor Center

(Mame (Firstond Lasti:
SHAWE  LENVOWT
O rzadion:
rganizalion TREW 4
R
Phone Number: Email address: T

Tty |28 047

Comments: I BEpwiiaiy TzaJer.  THE HOS Sy AR
Beligvg  Scme  Huon  NEBDED D gouEne e TS AneE o 1
Dype
i

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

&
N

p>

Gftrans’

ol
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PC-L30 PC-L31

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet

Fleasa provide your ts regarding the 1-405 imp t Project Draft Environmental Impact Report / Plea_se provide your co ing the 1-405 Imp

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /

Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/ELS). Comments must be received by Galtrans no later than July 2, 2012, E [mpact (Draft EIRFEIS). Comments must b received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following): Meeting Venue [please check one of the following):
L—J Monday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Commurily College [] Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Fark Auditorium [ #endey, June 4, 2012 - Crange Coast Cemmuntly Colege [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Park Audilosivm
O June 6, 2012 - G Genter | Thurscay, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valisy Senlor Centar L] wednesday, June 8, 2012 — Westminster Community Center  [_] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center
MName (Figst and Last): Name (First and Last): ~ \ N
| S luosats Richard  Licecio
anizabion: Chganizalion:
O Loca 2948
Address{Oplienaly Address(Oplionaly; )
27 . Qowiiaria oL Aaua  Co . S2Z807
Phone Number: Ernail address: Phone Number: — Email address: T
760~ Sug-NE [ - 2a7-9985S r5fotisfoallchildros . ol
]
Comments:_ ﬁanrﬂ_%éMA,M Comments; =+ LS eoneer voldl _creke  Telbe a e
) ‘%, J 1 _Caty, anl oo adeg . dMhacs ol e Q_‘»L&» C
- [B) : p )
Lo geaX E et aqy ?‘_,-.-L l‘) Cogle NG ielll 1

v . (:A‘?\\-t(‘-)f_" Ntk . Vead o t_J.._‘jr\-,

U[}lq!'wi’z_ﬂ—

R Vi
(Space for comments continued on reverse) {Space for comments continued on reverse)
o Thay,
;’é‘fe £ m
H I
a’wm«j Gffrans' OCTA OCTA
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PC-L32 PC-L33

3630 Sunflower Circle
Seal Beach, CA 90740

1-405 Improvement Project June 27,2012

Public Hearing

John M W. Moorlach
Comment Sheet 2nd Supervisorial District

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Repart 1 10 Civic Center Plaza
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2042 Santa Ana, CA 92701

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
Re: Renewed Measure M (or Measure M2) approved by voters on November 7, 2006

A - ity Coll Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush P, i .
[ tonday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Gommunity Gollege [ Vi dure 7 ush Park Auditorium San Diego F y (1-405) Imp t Project proposed by the OCTA
[T Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Centor [_]Thuraday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Canter

1 feel that you must be made aware of the gross miscarriage of the will of the voters. | raise these issues as \

Nama (Firstand L”t}ﬁ, Ke. / 7 '/f}; they specifically relate to Orange County's Renewed Measure M (or Measure M2} approved by voters an

Crganizatian: = s 7 L November 7, 2006 and the San Diego Freeway (I-405) Improvement Project currently in the Environmental

Fddass{Optonal): Impact Report (EIR) public comment period proposed by the Orange County Transportation Autharity (OCTA).

I : Email address:
Phone Numwfﬁ/ v S-S T | el nodress - I'have outlined a succinct version of the voter issue below:
_ / . * The OCTA completed a study whose results suggested that the best and only way to improve the 405
Yogimeng O ™ olowi) O Frave ?’f rhe- 1 freeway in North Orange County was to add a single lane in each direction.
i J * The QCTA and Orange County placed Measure M2 on the ballot specifically stating that additional
| funds were needed to add one lane to the 405 freeway in each direction. Measure M2 was supported 1

by over 69% of the voters. Orange County residents voted to pay an additional half-cent sales tax to
fund this project (and many others outlined in Measure M2).

* Following the of M e M2, the OCTA reaffirmed their commitment to use the funds from
Measure M2 to add one lane to the 405 freeway in each direction.

® Six years pass. Now the OCTA is proposing THREE build options—only one of which is the original
voter-approved and voter-funded option adding a single lane to the 405 in each direction.

Based on my observations at four public meetings that | have attended concerning the three-build-option
proposal, ! believe that OCTA is planning to take the tax payer’s money to build something other than the voter-
supported and voter-paid option outlined in Measure M2! j

I have taken the time ta hunt through varicus documents and websites to obtain facts that support my

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

contentions.
"n"‘uaqi f
f "f tﬁ m The OCTA completed a study whose results suggested that the best and only way to improve the 405 freeway in
ey ot Llaltrans OCTA North Orange County was to add a single lone in each direction: Prior to voter-appraval of Measure M2, the 2

QCTA completed the “Interstate 405 Major Investment Study.” The “Interstate 405 Major Investment Study”
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PC-L33 Continued

(as adopted by the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of Directors on October 14, 2005} s

summarized and states:
“#lternatives for Improvement

An initial 13 alternatives were narrowed down to two: a minimal widening option (alternative
4) and a moderate widening option (alternative 8b). These alternatives were the result of an
extensive collaboration between the OCTA study team, traffic engineers, local public officials,
business and community leaders, and ¢ s and [ocal residents, all of whom gave of their
time, ideas, and comments to the study effort. The alter for imp p a
community consensus about what is feasible to do to improve [-405 in the years ahead.

After reviewing both alternatives, the project's policy group, consisting of elected officials, city
manggers and technical staff from each affected city, made a decision to recommend to the
OCTA Board of Directors that only the minimal widening al ive (alt. 4) be moved
forward into the environmental study phase. The Board's Regional Planning & Highway

Committee confirmed this decision on September 19. The OCTA Board ratified this approach

by choosing alternative 4 as the Locally Preferred Alternative on October 14, 2005.

Alternative 4 adds a general purpose lane in each direction between Brookhurst Street and |-
605, It adds auxiliary lanes, linking an on-ramp to the next offramp, in many locations.
Alternative 4 generally stays within the existing right-of-way, but there are some property
acquisitions in the vicinity of two interchanges requiring improvement. Those interchanges are
at Springdale Street/Westminster Avenue and at Magnolia Street/Warner Avenue.

Next Steps

Now that the Board has elected to further study the imal widening alt ive, state and
federal regulations require the preparation of an Envir tal Impact Report (EIR).
Funding is not currently available to begin the EIR process. The process of producing those
raports will further refine the projectis) ultimately to be constructed. Once funding is
identified it will take two to three years to complete the EIR."

The OCTA and Orange County placed Measure M2 on the ballot specifically stating that additional funds were
needed to add one lane to the 405 freeway in each direction, Measure M2 was supported by over 69% of the
voters. Orange County residents voted to pay an additional haif cent soles tax to fund this project (and many
others outlined in Megsure M2: On November 7, 2006, the voters of Orange County, California approved
Renewed Measure M (also known as Measure M2} imposing a half-cent sales tax in Orange County designed to
fund transportation iImprovements. The text of this voter-approved ordinance states:

 “What is the San Diego Freeway (1-405) Major Investment Study?”
http:/fwww.octanet/default. aspx?id=217988 terms=405+mis

\

>3

PC-L33 Continued

“The improvements will adhere to rec lations of the 405 Major )
Study (as adopted by the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of Directors on
October 14, 2005) and will be developed in cooperation with local jurisdictions and affected

communities.”

Following the passage of Measure the OCTA reaffirmed their commitment to use the funds from Measure

M2 to add one lane to the 405 freeway in egch direction: Following the passage of Measure M2, The OCTA

2006 Annual Report lauds itself and the voters of Orange county stating:

“On MNovember 7, 2006, Orange County voters made history by approving the Renewed
Measure M Transportation Investment Plan. This is the first time since 1912 that a
transportation measure has received a greater than two-thirds majority in Orange County.
Orange County voters passed the renewal its first time on the ballot, a testament to OCTA's
success in keeping the promises of the original Measura M.**

Two pages later in the annual report, the OCTA reaffirms its commitment to adding a single general purpose
lane in each direction to the 405 freeway (the minimal widening option).

“Work began on the Project Study Report for the San Diego Freeway (1-405) MIS after the
OCTA Board selected Alternative 4 (the minimal widening option) as the Locally Preferred
Strategy.”’

Six years pass, Now the OCTA is proposing THREE build aptions—only one of which is the original voter-

roved and voter-funded option adding a single lane to the 405 in each direction: The OCTA has prepared its
Emvironmental Impact Report (EIR} and is in the public comment phase of the report. Three build options are
outlined. The proposed “Build Alternative 1" is the option that was presented to the voters in 2006,
approved by the voters in 2006, and funded by Orange County tax payers,

<

“Build Alternative 1: Add One General Purpose Lane in Each Direction
o Adds a single general purpose lane in each direction of the |-405 freeway from Euclid
Street to the |-605 interchange
o Interchange improvemnents within the project limits
Build Alternative 2: Add Two General Purpose Lanes in Each Direction
o Alternative 2 would add one general purpose freeway lane in each direction on 1-905

from Euclid Street to the 1-605 interchange (as in Alternative 1), plus add a second

general purpose lane in the northbound direction from Brookhurst Street to the SR- j

* “san Diego Freeway {I-405) Improvements between the 1-605 Freeway in Los Alamitos area and Costa Mesa Freeway
(SR-55)", Renewed Measure M Transportation Investment Plan, by Orange County Local Transportation Authority, Page
13, taken directly from the full text of Measure M.

hutp:/heww.octa net/Measureh2 /REST/Cy am.ashx?entryld=1346&mode=Download

T “Renewed Measure M”, OCTA 2006 Annual eport, by Orange County Local Transportation Authority, Page 7.
http:/fwww.octa.netfunloadedfiles/Files/pdf/octa_annual 2006 pdf

* "Freeways”, OCTA 2006 Annual Report, by Orange County Local Transportation Authority, Page 9.
http://www.octa.net/uploadedfiles/Files/pdf/acta_annual 2006 pdf
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PC-L33 Continued

22/7th Street interchange and a second general purpose lane in the southbound N
direction from the Seal Beach Boulevard on-ramp to Brookhurst Street.
Build Alternative 3: Express Facility Alternative
o Adds cne toll lane to the existing carpool lane that will be managed together (Federal
Highway Administration tolling autharity required) > 5
© Adds a single general purpose lane in each direction of the [-405 freeway from Euclid
Street to the 1-605 interchange
Interchange improvements within the project limits"*

o

<

Obwiously, both Bulld Alternative 2 and Build Alternative 3 are NOT “minimal widening options” as
proposed, supported, and paid for by the voters in 2006, The OCTA used voter-approved tax payer money
allocated to the minimal build option to make preliminary plans for two other alternatives NOT supported by
voters. The OCTA is currently completing an EIR for those two plans as well using voter-approved tax payer
maoney allocated to prepare an EIR for only Build Alternative 1. There are many, many other issues with the > 6
proposed project including air quality, insufficient funds, noise, bottlenecks that the project would create
rather than solve, using taxpayer monies to bulld toll lanes when the ordinance approved specifically mentions
freeways, sound walls, right of way, eminent domain, etc. Most of these issues are exasperated by Build
Alternative 2 and Build Alternative 3, but these issues are not the focus of my letter to you. <

Based on the attitude and the tone of the four public meetings that | have attended concerning the OCTA's

current proposal, | strongly believe that the OCTA is heavily leaning toward Build Alternative 3. The meetings
have struck me as public relations meetings designed to convince people that Build Alternative 3 is the best > 7
option. The voters of Orange County both SUPPORTED and PAID for Build Alternative 1. No other options

should be “considered”. The government is flouting the will of the voter. Please do everything that you can

to help make sure that the will of voters is impl | pport Build Al ive 1. .

A
ewy/this letter.

Adam Littig

3630 Sunflower Circle
Seal Beach, CA 90740
adarn@adamlittig.c
562-508-0803

% “tan Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project.” http:/fwww.octa.net/1-405/1P0.aspx

PC-L34
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:05 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: Traffic bottleneck

What is the envirconmental impact of of improving the 485 in orange county and doing nothing

in LA county? Wen't doing nothing create a bottle neck similar to the north 5 at the OC/LA 1
county line or the one on the north 485 at harbor? Aren't you merely moving and worsening

the problem? What is the environmental impact on Seal Beach?

Adam Littig

PC-L35
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlitig@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:.09 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Almond ave parking and traffic flow
What is the envricnmental impact of moving the almond sound wall to almond avenue and traffic
flow and parking? 1
PC-L36
From: Adam H. Litlig [adamlittig@gmeail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 411 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Health effects of destroying the almond sound wall
What are the health effects--especially to little children playing at the park--of destroying 1
the existing almond sound wall?
PC-L37
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlitig@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:13 PM
To: Farsons, 405 .dedcomments
Subject: Moise polluting from destruction and construction of almond sound wall
what are the environmental effects and noise pollution consequences of the destruction and 1

construction of the almond sound wall to seal beach?

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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PC-L38
From: Adam H. Littig [adamiittig@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 415 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: Safety issues for almond sound wall destruction

prior to the construction of the almond sound wall, home invasions were regular occurrences
in college park east hecause of the easy freeway escape route. Whereas the cost and plans for
24 hour security during the sound wall project?

PC-L39
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@gmail.com)]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:17 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Minimal locally preferred alternative

The minimal locally preferred alternative financed by the voters through the passage of
measure M is your build option 1. How will the voters be informed of the miscarriage of 1
their will? When will the vote on alternative 2 and 3 occur?

PC-L40
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:18 PM
Teo: Parsons, 405 . dedcomments
Subject: Legality of measure M funds for toll langs
Why isn't the potential cost of lawsuits related to misuse of voter funds allocated for 1

freeways being used for tollways considered in the report?

PC-L41
From: Adam H. Littig [adamiittig@gmail com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:21 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: Loss of carpool lane

Build option 3 changes the existing carpool lane te a pay lane for 2 people and a free lane
for 3 people in a vehicle. What is the environmental impact of those 2 person vehicles
existing the carpool lane in seal beach and reentering the lane in irvine? How is traffic
flow affected by this unstudied alternative 3 impact?

PC-L42
From: Adam H. Littig [adamiittigi@gmail com)
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:22 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Failure to continue express lanes in LA county
How is the failure to continue the express lanes in build alternative 3 into LA county going 1

to affect congestion and traffic flow and air quality in seal beach and long beach

PC-L43
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@gmail .com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:28 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: Minimal right of way impacts

Your plans claim minimal impact to right of way, yet no studies have been do to the
approximately 1 mile right of way impact to almond avenue, college park east, and seal beach. 1
How is one mile minimal? No study’'s have been made of this impact.

PC-L44
From: Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@gmall.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:36 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: Seal beach naval weapons station

In a meeting it was claimed that the seal beach naval weapons station won't give up 1@ feet

of land because of a blast radius issue for a middle repair facility. This argument is based

on old data. The seal beach naval weapons station is the only naval weapons station on the 1
west coast which means they store ALL naval nuclear weapons at this facility. The blast

radius is many miles. When will this option be revisited? What is the environmental impact

of taking 18 feet of dirt versus to feet of sound wall, parking, and road?

March 2015
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PC-L45 PC-L46

Adam H. Littig [adamlittig@gmail .com]

From:
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:40 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

t: Appearance of predetermined decision .
Subjec pre p I-405 Improvement Project

Public Hearing

The EIR "studies" three alternatives, but clearly argues for option 3 against the will of the

voters and the people attending the public meetings. Why isn't eption @ (no build) studied?
Why isn‘'t some consideration made to the idea that maybe no project is appropriate given the 1

state of LA county improvements?

Comment Sheet

Please provide your commenls regarding the 1-405 lmp Project Draft Envi tmpact Repont/
Environmenial Impact Statement {Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Menday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community College [7] Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Pask Audiioriam

]j Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminsler Community Center L__]Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valiey Senier Conter

Neme (Firsl and Losf: %
Hé&ﬁ.ﬁmwm-

‘Organization:

Phone Number: Email addross:

GG i P FoG

Comrnen!g:;. JHE G5 Furd  RTEEDS 9 o AR [OF%ién &)

Pt TIE <FFUuESs,

(Space for cor continued on

OCTA
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I o o [-405 Improvement Project
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e e T ' N Comment Sheet
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PC-L49

PC-L49 Translation

[-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the [-405 Imprevement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Steternent (Drafl EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Oranga Coast Community College [ Thureday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditeriem

“Hane (First and Lasy:

Gl sdol {Wcheiv. cpirk B le. e
Adcress(Oplional): - !

— = Email address: 1
109 3¢5 5746 |7 |

Organization:

Phone Number:

Comments;_j27¢ Fe )_f/f‘-* Gop @~ poie pog de. ¢y Jura

[[] Wednasday, June 6, 2012 ~ Westminster Gommunity Genter  [_] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Serilor Center |

Comment:

I like it because it is going to help with traffic and with jobs.} 1

el tay € CO-Lyher FYiihar=o 1
(Space for comments continued on revarse)
OCTA
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PC-L50

PC-L50 Translation

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Elagse provide your comments ragarding the 1-405 linprovement Project Draft En\'.rimnmen!al Impact Report /
Er

Impact 5t (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Calirans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meating Venue (please check one of the following):
[7] Menday, June 4, 2012 - Crange Ceast Community College [[] Thursday, Juna 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorivm

|:i Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center DTtursday. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Sanior Center

Mame (First and Last): -

:me_ N AusiieberTo (o Ldper

rganization; - -
______ _Unjod  Labevs (S

Address{Oplional):

Fhone Number : ] Emall address:

&/

Commenls:_____:)_’_cw HeseS f'jfct (C/ "ﬁ w ; ‘?747’6[ ﬁ_ja’r 3:"*':'-/{' iskd

T2G4+)Co Ey Tadas £ormas 4 Seqg

& aras _Sac/ [/egar af trabazo

S Teney amas  JvebaFo dv ConTr I Tion

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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Comment:

The fr v is needed to alleviate the traffic in every form, so it can be easier to get to work and also

have more construction jobs.
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PC-L51

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvemant Project Oraft Environman:al Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRIEIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check ona of the following):
[ Monday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Communily College  [7] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
D ‘Wednesday, June 6, 2012 ~ Westm!nzter Community Center

[CIhursday, June 14, 2012~ Fountain Velley Senior Center

Marne (First and L. - pf =
ame (First and Lasty AT . "//L " .
Organization:
Loker MJ Losz -
Adéress{Optional): Fd ek B o
: [ 215 A SAN T AR P L g
Fhene Number: l Emall address:
Comments: _____

PC-L52

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-408 Impl Project Draft Environmental Impact Raport /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRVEIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no [ater than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Manday, June 4, 2012 ~ Orange Coast Community College [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Park Auditorium
[ Wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Genter

Name (Firsl and Last): Dﬁwéf [i o
ok

Organization:

[Ithursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

Address(Optional):

. PnarbeNl.EheB: _& fé"-a’"ﬂfﬁ
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L53
[ -
[
1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing
Comment Sheet
Please provide your commentls ding the 1-405 1 nent Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /

Environmental impact Statement (D:aﬁ EIR‘EIS) Comrre1t5 must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

r} Monday, June 4, 2012 — Crange Coast Community Collage [__ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditarium

[] wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westmirster Community Center || Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Genter

[ e g:/) / F‘i < J&ype?f?’-

| Organization: Pﬁﬁ.ﬁc‘— g ‘5—9

Address{Optional):

" [ Phone Number: I Email address; i ——

Comments__ g & e<se Gl foy-an
Pule &£ / 7 iz A Pl en ’ﬁ{p\;ﬂ; ';{f 1
Wins.— Seguiides/

(W for!
(!

I

(Space for comments continued on raverse)
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Comment:

PC-L53 Translation

It is needed so traffic flows faster and safer} 1
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
PC-L54 PC-L55
[-405 Improvement Project I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing Public Hearing
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
- P recarding the 1408 e ] Pl ide your is regarding the 1408 Improverent Projest Draft Environmental Impact Report /
D el ot e iyt ot ErvicomenaimpactSsement (Orst EIVEIS). omment must b receivd by Calvans 1o e thn Jy 2,202,
Meeting Venue [please check one of the following): | Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
D Wondzy, Juns 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College E: Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audlerium D Menday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community College D Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audforicm
[[] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Commurity Center [ ] Thursday, Jure 14, 2012 ~ Fountain Valley Senlor Center {13 Wednesday. June 6. 2012 ~ Westminster Commurity Gerter (1] Thursday, June 14, 2012~ Fountan Vialley Senior Center
— [ First and Last): N
:15.1:& (First and Last): @‘/1[ Vit (p ﬂko i Uw::_ii;ral:?n:. i [ ApeD -
rsmotoation; | N - i{)(&. I (n S- !_é!k\ﬂ- e
) e _ i Address(Optional:
AoessOPIenl (S Ypwey SR Wk (A 10tod i e 6206 chatynn_ciy_ovonse cB_9256 6
" [Phone Numbar: Email address: _ - — | Phone Numeer: . , Ermail address:
4ol gz 47 € hotensi) conn] Griv) T 6 7o
Comments: I AR TR L A o s O Yeerr o Comments__empleo €N &l comeycfe de Comsdroiinn ESie. eum 16 ima s
T
GAWIMAS Yok ,',10_ v by : Matd  Commapbe  dinla \‘,UH’ 1 bajg GLQ_,.J:.OJOT (0 FFusrsmas
y i . N i ) . e
Tl gaogeet S nagded - Y - T T | ~
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L55 Translation
Comment:

Employment in the construction industry is at its lowest point eve} 1

PC-L56

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-408 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012.

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
U Manday, Juna 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Gemmunity College m Thwirsdey, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audikorium

[] Wednesday, Juna B, 2012 — Westminster Communily Center [} Thursday, June 14, 2612 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

Organizafion:

Mame {First and Last):
Feuwl B pire WNoFET

Ll focal (p52

Address{Optional):

Phone Number:
T -3 T T

o i’ Email stdrass

Comments;___E M Jleny sAafurig 3.8 EERs sy Lot S abNeE  Sxepadn0
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-L57

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please prowdn your comments regarding tha 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental impact Report /
tal Impact (Draft EIRVEIS). Comments must be recelved by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[] Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Gellege [[] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audiorium

[ wednesday, June 6, 2012 = Westminster Gommunity Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

MName {First and Las{}: !
._/m/ja( /J'él? €]

Oraarizalion:

v

Mddress(Optional):

rlz“( rf?ﬂq fc?

2509 5. Jo
Phona Number:

72 707
Ty SHGlgz s

l Email eddrass:

Comments: /‘1‘/ (_/ Ao F bl il = The [ =27 Vs sz/O/ 7o
b g;“m//r/ﬁw /5/ Volidd cycfm///f Tl &

T er s (ﬂi’w/)’ﬁfq/ﬁ/m e e T /5’ //‘/&m‘
Tlsd ceky Thin [Porent Zs %7/ v D gev it

(Space for comments continued on reversa)

OCTA

h

PC-L58

i-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please prc\ﬂde YOur comments regar ding the =405 Improvement Project Draft Envirorumental Impact Report /
E ! Impact {Draft EIREIS). Cemments must be recaived by Caltrans no fater then July 2, 2012,

| Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Coflege [ ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

[] Wednesday, June 5, 2012~ Westminster Gommunily Center ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Genter |

Name (First and Lﬁ:sﬁ: jﬂ;& {f_ é,s{@ .Z

Qrganization:

Addrass(Optiznz): —

| Phons, Number,

(562)0Y)=S0F S

] Email address:

Commants:_____/_{/;./fﬂfgiz /{;’-"‘f/i (s Aee (DEATS . }1
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L59 PC-L59 Translation

- ; - Comment:

R A lot of traffic, too many accidents; we need more lanes in the freeways to avoid all these accidents. } 1
1-405 Improvement Project

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-408 Improvement Project Drafl Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Cattrans no fater than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Menday, Jure 4, 2012 ~ Orangs Coast Community Cellege ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audlodum

[[] Wednesday, Juna 6. 2012 — Westminster Comemunity Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Center

Name {First and Last):

Fhanvel Ly ,é/(.ﬂ,;r!a.g:
Lﬂ'}vzn_d Loeal (o=
WEOF R Spuyiean ST SasTa fva (A FE7a/
= o IErnail::oddress; 1
21 760215/

]

|

Organization: ‘

1
§

Address(Cplicnal):

Phone Numbaer:

]
i

C-)n.\.ments:_ ;Z?;’,vc"éj .__‘_Z)_" G PRTpdbes G CS '(3‘{_/{»? Pt
{lé S_;_C_}_S__/'_Z_._(«" P F2le s ,/,;Q e ¥y 2 L F /o T 1
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-L60 PC-L61

1-405 Improvement Project

[-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet

| Please provide your comments regarding the |-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Pleasa provide your comments regarding the |-408 Improvement Project Draft Emironmental Impact Repart /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRJEIS). Comments must ba received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, Ervironmental Impact Stalement (Dratt EIR/EIS). Comments must be recelved by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

| Meeting Venue (please check one of the following): Meeling Venue (please check one of the following):
D Menday, June 4, 2012 — Crange Coast Communily College D Thursday, June 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Audiodum [[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Crange Coast Community Coliege [} Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Park Auditorium
[_—_I Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Weslminster Community Center DTh ursday, June 14, 2012 - Founta:n Valley Senior Center D Wecnesday, June 8, 2012 - Wasiminster Community Center DThursda')-, June 14, 2012 ~ Fountain Valley Sernlor Center

2 i Last):. Name {First and Lasl):

R Al epez. I T Qoin Louer
| | Organizatian: s rgan zation:
I Adcmss[(}p!lof\éfz’(‘é, ,{J(}‘f é - M Address{Optional):
; Y6 )™ w m—ftin QA ;; 000 (oot Mee LA Ca G007 ].
] Phone Numnber: |l Email address: : Phene Rumber: ‘E‘"a“ adiﬁ‘ j 0/& df\m / I i
| e =

Comments: Zé L,f_‘g'{_{._ﬂszo /é-(/,@ fd s ;\4 ?‘:zg.“?uc‘—f_“u,cr‘__x 'ﬁ__

Lo buicdes g Chooet it ,; P A f#L cadtos
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o = ) - - pras s ™
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L62

[-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Commeni Sheet

Pilease provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envircnmental Impact Statement (Drait EIR/EIS). Coemments must be received by Caltrans no iater than July 2, 2012

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

|:[ Monday, June 4, 2012 — Ovange Ceasl Communily College R Thursday, June 7, 2012 = Rush Park Audilorivm

E| Wednesday, June 5, 2012 — Westminster Community Center || Thursday, June 14, 2042 = Fountain Valley Senior Canter

Namg,(First and Last): T
amor) ) lofez

Organization:

Address{Opfional):

.‘ Fhone N??? ;2 2 2 o ?é o il:'n'.aiaddrcss:

Comments: !

PueRenos Que AVA mAS +ELABATSS
Que  AFA prepos CowcesTiorm mien o

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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Comment:

PC-L62 Translation

We want more jobs and less traffic. } 1
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-L63

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Impravement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRVEIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
|:| Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Colege E_] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Avditarium

[ ] wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center {7]Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fourtain Valley Senior Center

NameI[Fu:sl and wsl\.z .' [.MCETE) L&@EZ
o hocl Gz

Address(Cptional);

Phone Number:

lami)76H ~936Y4 (oL
(98e7Y~qzuY HOHE
Comments AR & PUBLIL HEARISG TS 2R HAYIRS
Exvsred (5] e vEFTE ¢ intes T vad fagp V)
Etopuy xx MY Howe LS HY W&M@L&L

hﬁ&sc_ul(wmvc«f o T i

Email acdress:
Ellie LoPEZ ﬂ?ﬁJ YAHCO » COH

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

PC-L64

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your ents ding the 1-405 Imp

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

["] Monday, Jkine 4, 2012 ~ Orange Coast Community College

D Wednesday, Juna 6, 2012 —Wastminster Community Center ﬁj’hum&y. Jung 14, 201

I-405 Improvement Project

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envireamental impact atalemen {Draft EIR/EIS), Commentz must be received by Caltrans no later than Juiy 2, 2012,

[T Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium

2 - Feuntain Valley Sanior Center

ame (First and Last):
remeEEat= Nlictor A oiez
Orgarizati

R Mbars ch.-,r}_j?&“/
Adcress(Cptionall: |

11D Yalladaw b Samda Ang

M U7

Fhone Mumbar:

{pta-tol § - 2194 J| Emeteda

T2,
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L65
From: Tim Lough [tlough@gmail.com)
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 7:54 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcemments

Subject: AGAINST

I have read the documents on the Department of Transportaticn web site, and I am AGAINST this
project. 1

The freeway is plenty wide and only becomes congested during rush hour.

I would prefer to look at innovative solutiens to clean, mass transit or ways to reduce
commuting to work, rather than to stick with 78's era "just make the freeway wider” thinking. 2
My God, the freeway is already sixteen lanes wide!!

Judging by your email address I'm guessing that you are not impartial on this matter.
Nonetheless, I hope that you will pass aleng my comments and wishes,

Tim Lough

PC-L66

From: Andrea Erickson [mailto:andreaerickson@cox.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2012 9:43 PM

To: Christina Byrne

Subject: 405 plans- Ellis

I'am writing to veice my opinian regarding the proposed expansion plans of the 405 Fwy. And the off ramip on Elfis. This

off ramp would cause irreparable harm te an established Costa Mesa neighborhood and a lovely neighborhood park,

(Moon Park). | have several family members and friends in the Mesa Verde neighborhoads and woarked for many years in

a local business park. The river trail offers a lovely aasis during the work week and Moon Park provides local families a 1
convenient and fun play area. And yes, | spend a great deal of time on the 405Fwy but | believe that any perceived

benefit of this plan is off set by the expense, cost, added pollution and inevitable impact on our neighborhoods. |

strongly urge a bike path that would encourage better health and perhaps lessen our dependence on the auto.

Thank you for your review,

Andrea Erickson Lowery
25271 Dayton
Lake Forest, CA

PC-L67

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the [-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
i Impact 1t {Draft EIRVELS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
[7] Menday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community College [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorum

f___] Wednesday, Juns G, 2012 - Westminster Community Center E.’Thursﬁay. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

Name (First and Last): M ?(‘,-‘v" we C é{,’(i. ‘f//‘-'? L/.--D"f A

L

- _l@(—p Locd &S

5 olbide =t Sedln AUJA dA
) [Emzila!dres:

Comments:
s 1S M
Aeuc st Eeswte Loub
Mupeilith Db telPRovs
Anlb A= Tws
ot Mtw Y P
-

> 1
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-L68
From: Kris Ludington [khjdanglun@sosaj r.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 7:43
To: Parsons, 405, dedcomments
Ce: klugington@socal.rr.com
Subject: 405 Expansion Project Comments

Iam a long time resident of Midway City, 40+ years, and absclutely understand the need to widen the 405. However, |
vehemently oppose imminent domain. Although | would prefer not to have any widening from a personal perspective, |

PC-L70

I1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

would support the addition of 1 lane each way. In no way wouid | support the addition of more than 1 lane nor a toll 1 Comment S heet
road type of lane.
Please provide your garding the I-405 Imp t Preject Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Some significant concerns include the following: Er | Impact {Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be recelved by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012.
- jse — ill f th j t neighborhoods? If this i il
INOISi .I.ﬁh:::;ﬂ?:::e t?.s‘i‘;nd proof the adjacent neighborhoods is includes sound walls, how will the 2 Meeting Venue (please check one of the fol ng):
- Traffic; traﬂ'nl: Is ?rire:dy an issue in and out of the track in which [ live. How will this be addressed to minimize 3 [ Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College [} Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Fark Auditoriom
any additional traffic? . )
Safety — along with additional traffic comes the issue of public safety. What is being done to address this and 4 [ wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Sanior Center
ensure public safety?
- Pr(-)perty Values -~ what is being done to protect if not enhance the property values of the current 5 Mozt (First and Las{): F ! f L N ax-)
neighberhoods in the impacted areas? [T T - :
- Filth— this expansion will bring the freeway that much closer to my doorstep and along with it additional dirt 6 L, 0 (€73 q (5’2_
and grime. How is this being addressed? Address(Optional): . U j C, Iz
ilo aulf  Ave Wil ﬂzni (A Fu3vy
What areas have been included in any and all environmental impact reports for each of the issues above? How is this Phone Nun.'\;sr - 24 k{ — | b } b Emnall adaress:
being funded? Will there be an additional tax? This | will not support. | ask that you please consider those in the 7
impacted areas as you come to a conclusion that weuld be a benefit to all concerned.
- v
Respectfully, Comments:__ I_ _r-i_{ H'1¢ ) _[f\kﬁ A led v T rr" wﬂj
Kris Ludington X - 1
e (ommude  pack "t ﬁhywﬂ/d
_J
PC-L69
From: Robert Lujan [r.lujan@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 7:04 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Cc: rlujan@verizon.net
Subject: 405 FWY CONSTRUCTION CONCERNS (Space for comments continued on reverse)
Wy wife and | are both residents of Ressmoor and have been for many years. My wife suffers from respiratory problems fs W“‘,‘ c
, lam 76 years of age and healthy enough tc be employed , But | must admit my heaith is reaching a point where | am 1 %% ¥
more sensitive to pollution and other environmental concerns . | am in full support of the issues presented by our * ,,.m.f Gbans: OCTA
association.
Robertand eva
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PC-L71

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Imp Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

. Meaeting Venue {please check one of the following):

[[] Menday, Jure 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Collage D Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audiioium

f__j Wednesday, June €, 2012 - Westminster Community Center [ Thurscay, June 14, 2012 — Foumain Valiey Senior Genter

Tams (First and Last): 7€<’ vol ¥ 4 Undpy
Organization: o eMen 7 /MASH S

Address{Optional):

Fhane Number:7'{'? gs.g - 06 ! ? I

Comments;_Olmr_ Frae nmj' St heav -'a Congesdfec i 3 i
Moce Junes ot ve 4GS &

J

Ermnail addrass:

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

@ =
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PC-L72
From: Esther Lurwig [elurG483@rcadrunner.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 01, 2012 2:47 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subjeet: : 405 frweeway by College Paark East Homes

Ms Smith Deshpande, Branch Chief Caltrans District 12, Attn: 405 DEIR/DEIS
Comment Period, 2201 Dupont Drive, #200, Irvine, Ca., 92612

Dear Ms Smith:

This is my response to the Community meeting held June 26, 2012 held in Seal
Beach Community Center.

Moving the existing wall on Almond Street, Seal Beach, Ca. closer to the homes in \
College Park East will increase noise, air pollution. and increase more dust into
my home that | cannot open my windows and doors

Movement of the Almond Avenue sound wall will cause many accidents when cars
have to get out fast in case of an emergency. The street will not be wide enough for
two lane cars. We only have two ways to get out of this tract, by moving the sound
wall closer to homes will be a disaster , decrease the value of our homes, loss of
vegetation One cannot sleep well with the busy traffic noise all day and night 1

The wall will be down until completion 2019, this is not safe for the residents,
burglars wil enter the homes etc.

You do not need an additional lane for toll, when this this project first started you
stated, "if the government will give you some of their land, you will not have to
touch this wall . You have installed the lanes on the government property. We do

not need a toll road lane. /

Stopping the additional lanes at the county line will cause increase traffic gridlock
along both the 22 and 605 fwys. Additional noise and air pollution caused by the
parking lot between the 22 and the 605.

It is irresponsible of OCTA and CalTrans to add up to two more lanes northbound
on the 405 knowing LA County has no plans to add the same in the next 10 - 15
years, if at all. (Total lanes will be six too many)

Going northbound 405 at SB blvd, will be difficult as the first two lanes will exit at
Seventh St, the next two lanes become start of the 605 fwy, one will have to get over
four lanes to continue on the 405 north.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-L72 Continued

Excess traffic will go onto Lampson Ave and Seal Beach Blvd. which is now used
as a bypass for the 405,

What is the air quality impacts of SB College Park East?

Toll express toll lane will only serve three people per vehicle. People who can
afford to use it may be the only ones to use it. This lane will bypass local shopping
areas causing a loss of sales tax revenue.

With a center line movement, a 4 foot shoulder and 405 realignment the Almond
Ave. sound wall will not need to be moved into SB College Park East.

Yours truly

Esther Lurwig

PC-L73

]
I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your e 1-405 | it Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Enviranmenta! Impact Statement [EIH.’EIS} Cornrnems must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

D Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community Collage D Thursday, June 7, 2012 = Rush Park Auditarium

[ Wednesday, Juns 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center )z‘fhu:sduy. June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Cantar

Name (First and Lasr;

TRuenA L. Lyte

Olganizahnn

Address {Opt =

350 Galdenrod. @R Seal Bweh Ca 90740
Phone Number: Emau address:

Slb2 453 1215 T3LYY @Y tboo, com

Comments:
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APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
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To submit completed response sheets, please For more information on the
return to staff member, place in the comment box 1-405 Improvement Project, please contact:
or mail by July 2, 2012 to: Christina Bymne, Oulreach Manager
Ms. Smita Dashpande (714) 560-5717
Branch Chief — Caltrans District 12 www.octa net/405Improvement
“Atln; 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period” www facebook.com/405improvement
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612
Responses may also be emailed to:
405,dedcomments parsons @parsons.com
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-L

Response to Comment Letter PC-L1

Comment PC-L1-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L2

Comment PC-L2-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Soundwalls S907 and S935 have been recommended in this area to abate traffic noise impacts to
College Park and residences along the southbound Bolsa Avenue on-ramp, respectively.
Soundwalls are designed in accordance with Caltrans guidelines. This project cannot recommend
soundwalls to be higher or longer than required by Caltrans requirements. Please also see
Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.3

Comment PC-L3-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-L3-2
Please see Responses to Comments PC-L2-1 and PC-B25-3.

Comment PC-L3-3

No one is obligated to use the Express Lanes in Alternative 3. Express Lanes provide an option
for a reliable uncongested trip in exchange for payment of a toll. Please see Common Response —
Opposition to Tolling.
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Comment PC-L3-4
Please see Common Response — Measure M Funding.

Comment PC-L3-5

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L4

Comment PC-L4-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L5

Comment PC-L5-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L6

Comment PC-L6-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L7

Comment PC-L7-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L8

Comment PC-L8-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-L8-2

We appreciate the comment. Regarding the change in occupancy requirement to three persons per
vehicle in the Express Lanes of Alternative 3, please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-L8-3

The experience on SR-91 is that motorists from all income groups use the Express Lanes.
Furthermore, all users of 1-405 would benefit from the Express Lanes regardless of whether they
use the Express Lanes or the GP lanes. Slow-moving congested freeway lanes have lower and
unstable throughput compared to uncongested lanes. During peak periods, the GP lanes on 1-405
are forecast to be heavily congested with lower throughput (approximately 1,200 vehicles per
lane per hour) than the Express Lanes, whose throughput will be managed to approximately
1,700 vehicles per lane per hour. For an explanation of how this management works, see the
Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. By providing more throughput per lane through management of the
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Express Lanes, traffic in the GP lanes would be reduced and congestion eased; for two
conditions with the same total number of lanes and congested conditions, congestion in the GP
lanes would be less if two of the lanes were managed to increase their throughput. Please see the
rows of Table 3.1.6-14 labeled “Brookhurst Street to SR-22 East” for a comparison of the
throughput of Alternatives 2 and 3 with the same total number of lanes.

Comment PC-L8-4

It is correct that the Express Lanes depend on congestion. All of the build alternatives are
anticipated to reduce congestion in the 1-405 corridor; none are expected to eliminate congestion
in the corridor, including the portion of the corridor south of Brookhurst Street in Costa Mesa, as
shown in Draft EIR/EIS Tables 3.1.6-4, 3.1.6-5, 3.1.6-12, and 3.1.6-13.

Comment PC-L8-5

With respect to access to the Express Lanes in Costa Mesa, please see Common Response —
Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L9

Comment PC-L9-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L10

Comment PC-L10-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L10-2

A regional emissions analysis was completed based on VMT and vehicle speeds. Regional
criteria pollutant and VOC emissions are presented in Tables 3.2.6-5 through 3.2.6-7 of the
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EIR/EIS. Differences in the anticipated 2020 and 2040 operational emissions for Alternative 3
are minimal. Tables 3.2.6-6 and 3.2.6-7 show that emissions for the build alternatives are
generally less than the existing and future no-build conditions. This decrease is due to higher
vehicle speeds, which generally result in lower emission rates; therefore, the project would result
in a beneficial effect related to regional operational emissions. Please see Common Responses —
Air Quality and Health Risks.

Comment PC-L10-3

The project’s anticipated impacts to the human environment are described in Chapters 3 and 4 of
the Draft EIR/EIS. There are no endangered species in the project area.

Comment PC-L10-4

Caltrans and OCTA acknowledge your opposition to Alternative 3. Please see Common
Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L11

Comment PC-L11-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative and Opposition to Tolling.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-L11-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-L11-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.12

Comment PC-L12-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Comment PC-L12-2

Caltrans and OCTA acknowledge your opposition to tolling. Please see Common Response —
Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-L12-3

The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with the requirements
under NEPA and CEQA, as well as those by the Clean Air Acts, Transportation Conformity
Regulations, and policies and guidance by EPA, FHWA, and Caltrans, as appropriate.

Comment PC-L12-4

Renewed Measure M, which is providing the funding for all or part of the build alternatives, is
part of a comprehensive program providing transit and local street and highway improvements
and services in Orange County.

Comment PC-L12-5

A TSM/TDM Alternative is included in the Draft EIR/EIS, but it was not found to meet the
project’s purpose and need; however, elements of the TSM/TDM Alternative have been
incorporated into all of the build alternatives. These elements are identified on page 2-17 of the
Draft EIR/EIS.

Comment PC-L12-6

Bike and pedestrian facilities provided by the build alternatives are summarized in the Draft
EIR/EIS on page 3.1.6-103, compared to the No Build Alternative summarized on page 3.1.6-34.

Comment PC-L12-7

Several measures have been incorporated into the project to reduce construction-related impacts to
residents and businesses, including, but not limited to, LU-2, COM-2, COM-10, COM-11, and T-1.
These measures can be found in Draft EIR/EIS Appendix E, Environmental Commitment Record.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L13

Comment PC-L13-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification and Measure M Funding.
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Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L14

Comentario PC-L14-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L14

Comment PC-L14-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L15

Comment PC-L15-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L16

Comment PC-L16-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L16-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-L16-1.
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Comment PC-L16-3

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-L16-4

Under Alternative 1, the existing 18-ft-high soundwall along Almond Avenue would remain as-
is and untouched. Since the public meetings, design modifications were made to Alternative 3
that would allow the same existing soundwall to also remain as-is; however, the design changes
required to change Alternative 2 enough to allow the existing wall to remain as-is are not
acceptable to current design and safety standards. Under Alternative 2, sections of the existing
soundwall would need to be removed, relocated, and replaced in-kind along the project
alignment where space is needed for the proposed project’s additional lanes and required safety
features. Please also see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Typically, soundwalls are planned to be constructed at early phases of the project when it is
possible to provide construction noise mitigation measures; however, it may not be possible to
construct the replacement soundwall without first removing the existing soundwall due to space
limitations. During the final design when details of the construction activities becomes available,
noise levels will be calculated and appropriate mitigation measures will be identified. This
information will be included in the Noise and Vibration Construction Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan.

Under the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol used for this study, ground-level exterior
and interior noise levels are addressed and examined using the NAC of Title 23, Part 772 of the
CFR, titled “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise” (23
CFR 772). Based on Caltrans’ Protocol, if noise-sensitive land uses would experience an hourly
equivalent continuous traffic noise level of 75 dBA or higher and a soundwall cannot provide
feasible noise abatement to the exterior outdoor use areas, then interior noise abatement
measures such as building facade upgrades (e.g., double-paned windows and air conditioning so
that windows can be closed for a prolonged period of time) may be considered. For all cases in
this project, recommended soundwalls provide required abatement to the exterior use areas with
noise levels of 75 dBA or higher; therefore, no interior acoustical abatement measures were
considered. Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.
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Comment PC-L16-5

A regional emissions analysis was completed based on VMT and vehicle speeds. Regional
criteria pollutant and VOC emissions are presented in Tables 3.2.6-5 through 3.2.6-7 of the
EIR/EIS. Differences in the anticipated 2020 and 2040 operational emissions for Alternative 3
are minimal. Tables 3.2.6-6 and 3.2.6-7 show that emissions for Alternative 3 are generally less
than the existing and future no-build conditions. This decrease is due to higher vehicle speeds,
which generally result in lower emission rates; therefore, the project would result in a beneficial
effect related to regional operational emissions. Please see Common Responses — Air Quality
and Health Risks.

Comment PC-L16-6
Please see Response to Comment PC-L16-1.

Comment PC-L16-7

No one is obligated to use the Express Lanes in Alternative 3. Express Lanes provide an option
for a reliable uncongested trip in exchange for payment of a toll.

Because the Express Lanes have more throughput during congested hours than the GP lanes, the
GP lanes will benefit from diversion of traffic from the GP lanes to the Express Lanes.

The SR-91 Express Lanes generate sufficient revenue to provide additional improvements in the
corridor both on the GP lanes and to other modes. The financial problems of the SR-73 toll road
located in southern Orange County are well known. All motorists pay a toll to use that road. The
tolled Express Lanes proposed in Alternative 3 are only two lanes of 1-405 in each direction. The
remainder of the lanes on 1-405 remains free, and HOVs meeting the occupancy requirement will
use the Express Lanes free. For additional information, please see Common Response —
Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-L16-8

With respect to the potential loss of business due to the limited access to the Express Lanes,
please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-L16-9
Please see Response to Comment PC-L16-1.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L17

Comment PC-L17-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. The number of employees and
annual revenue data has been updated.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L18

Comment PC-L18-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L18-2

Please see Response to Comment PC-L18-1 and Common Responses — Compensation for
Property Acquisition and Property Values.

Comment PC-L18-3

Under the No Build Alternative, vehicles entering 1-405 northbound from Seal Beach Boulevard
must merge one lane left to access 1-605 and one more lane left to continue on 1-405 northbound.
Under all of the alternatives, one lane change plus a lane merge downstream of the SR-22
westbound off-ramp would be required to reach 1-605 and two additional lane changes to reach
1-405.

Comment PC-L18-4

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-L18-5
Please see Responses to Comments PC-L18-1 through PC-L18-4.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L19

Comment PC-L19-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.

Comment PC-L19-2

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing. Caltrans/
OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing
under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses — Replacement of Fairview Road
Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L20

Comment PC-L20-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Renewed Measure M was passed by the voters of Orange County, and the proposed project was
included in that measure. For additional information, please see Common Response — Measure
M Funding.

Comment PC-L20-2

Under the No Build Alternative, vehicles entering 1-405 northbound from Seal Beach Boulevard
must merge one lane left to access 1-605 and one more lane left to continue on 1-405 northbound.
Under all of the alternatives, one lane change plus a lane merge downstream of the SR-22
westbound off-ramp would be required to reach 1-605 and two additional lane changes to reach
1-405.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-L20-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-L20-1.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L21

Comment PC-L21-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.22

Comment PC-L22-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-L22-2

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L22-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-L22-2.

Comment PC-L22-4
Please see Common Response — Measure M Funding.

Comment PC-L22-5

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-L22-6

With respect to potential improvements on 1-405 in Los Angeles County, see Common
Response — Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG,
and the City of Long Beach.

Comment PC-L22-7

None of the proposed alternatives would result in Almond Avenue becoming a one-way street.
Evacuation routes would be unaffected. Please see the Common Response — Almond Avenue
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Soundwall. The common response covers noise. Appendix N of the Draft EIR/EIS provides
details regarding noise. The common response also covers air quality and health risks. We are
not aware of any technical studies other than those prepared for the 1-405 Improvement Project
EIR/EIS that address air quality and health risks in the College Park East area related to the
proposed widening of the 1-405.

Encroachment into parks is covered in the Draft EIR/EIS is Section 3.1.1, Land Use. Table
3.1.1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows that none of the build alternatives would encroach into either
Almond Park or Aster Park. With respect to air quality and health risks, these are covered in
Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

With respect to potential encroachment into the NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach, please see Common
Response — Shifting Improvements away from Residential Properties onto NAVWPNSTA Seal
Beach Property.

With respect to potential impacts on property values, please see Common Response — Property
Values.

Environmental justice is covered in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.1.4.3, Environmental Justice.
The section concludes that “the proposed project alternatives would not cause disproportionately
high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations within the context and intent of
EO 12898.”

Response to Comment Letter PC-L23

Comment PC-L23-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L24

Comment PC-L24-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L25

Comment PC-L25-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment PC-L25-2

Renewed Measure M was passed by the voters of Orange County, and the proposed project was
included in that measure. For additional information, please see Common Response — Measure
M Funding.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L26

Comment PC-L26-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.

Comment PC-L26-2

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Responses — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes and Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L27

Comment PC-L27-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Dropping the additional GP lane in Alternatives 1 and 3 upstream of 1-605 near Valley View
Street as suggested in the comment would create a chokepoint at the drop location because there
would be no roadway to receive the lane’s traffic. Carrying that lane to 1-605 and providing a full
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two-lane exit at the beginning of 1-605 provides a location for ending the lane that has the
capacity to receive the lane’s traffic. Consideration was given to dropping the second additional
lane included in Alternative 2 just south of SR-22, but this was rejected due to the level of
congestion such a bottleneck would create. Carrying the second lane to the SR-22 West exit
ramp provides a location for ending the lane that has the capacity to receive the lane’s traffic.

Comment PC-L27-2

Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS included a detailed air quality assessment. On a local level
applicable to Rossmoor and schools located within Rossmoor, the analysis quantified potential
impacts associated with traffic on surface streets, PM concentrations near the project corridor,
and MSATs. Regarding CO concentrations on surface streets, a CO hot-spot analysis was
completed based on the methodology provided in the Caltrans CO Protocol. The EPA
CAL3QHC micro-scale dispersion model was used to calculate CO concentrations. The traffic
volumes and associated concentrations are identical for each build alternative. A worst-case
representative sample of intersections was chosen based on low LOS and high traffic volumes.
Tables 3.2.6-9 and 3.2.6-10 show that 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations would be well below the
State and federal standards at the highest volume and most congested intersections, including
Seal Beach Boulevard at 1-405.

Regarding PM concentrations, the proposed project would relieve congestion and improve
operational efficiency on 1-405 between SR-73 and SR-605. The project corridor has insufficient
capacity to accommodate existing and projected travel demands between the SR-73 interchange
and 1-605. As discussed in the transportation analysis, the build alternatives would increase
freeway capacity to address the existing deficiencies. As a result, freeway mainline and
interchange operating conditions would improve. It is important to note that vehicle speeds
would improve on both the mainline and in the HOV lanes. Peak-hour congestion would be
reduced, leading to a reduction in vehicle idling and associated emissions. The transportation
analysis assessed more than 75 intersections in the project area. The analysis indicated that none
of the intersections operating at a poor LOS (i.e., D, E, or F) without the project would be further
congested with the proposed improvements. To the contrary, the proposed project reduces
queuing onto arterials due to mainline congestion and ramp meter operation and decreases
arterial congestion. It is unlikely that PM hot spots would be associated with the proposed project
because local accumulation and delay of vehicles would be reduced by the project. Potential
localized PM increases associated with the increase in average daily traffic would be offset by
the increase of vehicle speed in the project area, which is an indication of reduced congestion
and idling of vehicles; therefore, the project is not expected to cause an adverse effect with
respect to localized concentrations of PM,s or PMyg at any nearby sensitive receptor. Tables
3.2.6-5 through 3.2.6-7 present emissions, including PMy, and PM,s, from vehicles traveling
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along the project corridor for the years 2009, 2020, and 2040 (i.e., existing, opening, and design
years, respectively). Estimates of PMy, and PM, s emissions for opening and horizon years show
that project implementation would not generate significant additional daily emissions. Because
the VMT and the number of trucks (not percentage) are predicted to increase with time, the
paved road dust emissions would increase with time. This finding is consistent with the emission
inventories reported in the SCAQMD 2007 AQMP, which also shows an increase of road dust
emissions with time. Because paved road emissions are included in the 2007 Air Quality
Management Plan and the PM;s State Implementation Plan, paved road emissions have been
accounted for as part of the PM 5 attainment plan; therefore, the proposed project is not expected
to cause new violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations, or delay
timely attainment of the NAAQS. In conclusion, based on the detailed PM hot-spot analysis
presented above, which is consistent with 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 and EPA’s hot-spot
guidance, the proposed project would not cause or contribute to, or worsen, any new localized
violation of PM;o and/or PM, 5 standards.

Regarding MSAT emissions, EPA has identified seven compounds with significant contributions
from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their
1999 National Air Toxics Assessment. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, DPM plus
diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic
matter. FHWA, in its Interim Guidance published on September 30, 2009 (Interim Guidance on
Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents), recommends a range of options
deemed appropriate for addressing and documenting the MSAT issue in NEPA documents.
Based on the FHWA guidance, the proposed project has the potential for meaningful differences
in MSAT emissions among project alternatives; therefore, level of emissions for the highest
priority MSATs for the No Build Alternative and build alternatives was evaluated (Level 3
Analysis). Emissions would likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of
EPA’s and California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce MSAT emissions.
Please see Common Response — Health Risks.

As stated in Chapter 11 of the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference, diesel exhaust is an
important issue on facilities with large volumes of truck traffic. It is known that exposure to
diesel exhaust over time can have effects on health. Criteria and quantitative methods for
assessing diesel impacts are not yet developed at the regulatory level; however, it is important to
document any sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the project. These include schools, medical
centers, and similar health-care facilities, child-care facilities, parks, and playgrounds located
500 ft from the edge of the nearest traveled lane. Figures 3.2.6-3 through 3.2.6-5 show sensitive
receptors within 500 ft of the ROW. No Rossmoor schools, including Hopkinson Elementary
School, are located within 500 ft of the ROW.
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Comment PC-L27-3

Outreach to the Community of Rossmoor included a scoping meeting in fall 2009, a mailing to a
0.25-mile radius of 1-405 in May 2012, and a public hearing in June 2012 during circulation of
the Draft EIR/EIS. Banners regarding the public hearing in June 2012 were posted at the
entrances to the Rossmoor community on St. Cloud and Bradbury, and advertisements were
place in the following newspapers prior to the Rossmoor public hearing at Rush Park:

e OC Register: May 18, June 1, 2, 8, 9, and 11, 2012

e Daily Pilot: May 30, June 1, and June 3, 2012

e Huntington Beach Independent: May 31 and June 7, 2012
e Westminster Herald: May 31 and June 7, 2012

e Nguoi Viet News: May 18, 2012

e Long Beach Press Telegram: May 18, 2012

e Excelsior: May 18, 2012

Five e-blasts were also sent to any Rossmoor residents on the project database.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L28

Comment PC-L28-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment PC-L28-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-L27-2.

Comment PC-L28-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-L27-3.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.29

Comment PC-L29-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L30

Comment PC-L30-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.31

Comment PC-L31-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.32

Comment PC-L32-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L33

Comment PC-L33-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The specific language in Measure M2 with respect to Project K states that the project would “add
new lanes to the San Diego Freeway [I-405] between 1-605 and SR-55, generally within the
existing ROW. The project will make best use of available freeway property, update
interchanges, and widen all local overcrossings according to city and regional master plans.”
This language does not explicitly preclude use of Measure M2 funding for tolled facilities, nor
does Measure M2 limit transportation improvements to those specified in the measure. Please see
Common Response — Measure M Funding.
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Comment PC-L33-2

There is nothing in Renewed Measure M that either precludes or requires additional
improvements beyond the single GP lane proposed in Alternative 1. OCTA has indicated that
improvements to 1-405 in addition to those identified in Alternative 1, the single GP lane in each
direction referenced in the comment, would not be funded with Renewed Measure M revenues.

Comment PC-L33-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1.

Comment PC-L33-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1.

Comment PC-L33-5
Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1.

Comment PC-L33-6
Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1.

Comment PC-L33-7

Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1 and Common Response — Preferred Alternative
Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.34

Comment PC-L34-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L35

Comment PC-L35-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.36

Comment PC-L36-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-L35-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L 37

Comment PC-L37-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-L35-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L.38

Comment PC-L38-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-L35-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L39

Comment PC-L39-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1 and Common Response — Preferred Alternative
Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L40

Comment PC-L40-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-L33-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L41

Comment PC-L41-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Analysis of the traffic performance of the transition areas is presented in the Draft EIR/EIS and
summarized in Table 3.1.6-17.

Response to Comment Letter PC-1.42

Comment PC-L42-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L43

Comment PC-L43-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The proposed project is subject to federal and State environmental review requirements.
Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, has prepared this joint Draft EIR/EIS in compliance with both
CEQA and NEPA. Impacts to Almond Avenue, College Park East, and Seal Beach have been
disclosed and summarized in Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIR/EIS. Please see Common Response —
Insufficient Environmental Document/Mitigation Measures.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L44

Comment PC-L44-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

The priority of the design team was to minimize the residential impacts, including ROW. OCTA,
Caltrans, and FHWA have worked extensively with the Navy to move 1-405 toward and into the
Navy property to avoid impacting the residential areas on the northbound side of 1-405. Please
see Common Response — Shifting Improvements away from Residential Properties onto
NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach Property.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L45

Comment PC-L45-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

All three build alternatives and the No Build Alternative are studied equally. Please see Chapter
2, Project Alternatives, for a description of these alternatives that were developed to address the
project’s purpose and need. The evaluation of project alternatives included an assessment of
traffic LOS and other congestion-relief performance criteria, environmental impacts, and
effectiveness in addressing the project’s purpose and need. The potential effectiveness of each
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alternative to achieve the project purpose and address the project need was based on extensive
deliberation by the PDT, input garnered from various State and federal agencies, and comments
received from the public during the public scoping meeting. The alternatives considered viable
for the 1-405 Improvement Project are Alternative 1 (Add One GP Lane in Each Direction),
Alternative 2 (Add Two GP Lanes in Each Direction), Alternative 3 (Express Lanes [Tolled] and
Add one GP Lane in Each Direction), and the No Build Alternative, with TSM/TDM elements
included in each alternative except the No Build Alternative. Conceptual Design Plans for each
of the proposed build alternatives are provided in Appendix P.

Analysis of each environmental factor is presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIR/EIS, which
includes discussion of the affected environment and environmental consequences, including
construction impacts, permanent impacts, cumulative impacts, and, in some cases, indirect
impacts; and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures for each project alternative,
including the No Build Alternative and three build alternatives.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L46

Comment PC-L46-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Alternatives M3, M9, M12, and M13 (see Section 2.2.7 and Figure 2-8), evaluated as part of the
I-405 MIS (2003-2006), included project components similar to what you are recommending
within your comment. These alternatives were not considered viable alternatives for further
consideration because they do not fulfill the project purpose and are substantially more
expensive than the build alternatives (see discussion of Alternatives M3, M9, M12, and M13 in
Section 2.7).

Response to Comment Letter PC-L47

Comment PC-L47-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-1L.48

Comment PC-L48-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L49

Comentario PC-L49-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (1-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccidn de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L49

Comment PC-L49-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L50

Comentario PC-L50-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (1-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccidn de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

March 2015 R1-PC-L-64 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L50

Comment PC-L50-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L51

Comment PC-L51-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review

Response to Comment Letter PC-L52

Comment PC-L52-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L53

Comentario PC-L53-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L53

Comment PC-L53-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L54

Comment PC-L54-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L55

Comentario PC-L55-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L55

Comment PC-L55-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L56

Comment PC-L56-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L57

Comment PC-L57-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L58

Comment PC-L58-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L59

Comentario PC-L59-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (1-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccidn de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L59

Comment PC-L59-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L60

Comment PC-L60-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L61

Comment PC-L61-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-L62

Comentario PC-L62-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-L62

Comment PC-L62-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L63

Comment PC-L63-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L64

Comment PC-L64-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-L65

Comment PC-L65-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-L65-2

Alternatives with both LRT and BRT are included in Section 2.2.7, Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Consideration, of the Draft EIR/EIS. LRT was considered in four such
alternatives, and BRT was considered in two such alternatives. For a graphic summary of those
alternatives, see Figure 2-39 of the Draft EIR/EIS. BRT and LRT in the project corridor would
not be feasible or reasonable without extensions and connections north and south of the project
limits. Please also see Common Response — Elimination of LRT and BRT Alternatives.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L66

Comment PC-L66-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

According to Table 3.1.1-2, Park and Recreational Facilities in the Project Study Area ROW, the
project would not require a direct, temporary, or constructive use of Moon Park. Section 3.1.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, concludes that Moon Park is not anticipated to be impacted because it sits
below the river embankment and the new ramp would be screened by the embankment.

As depicted in EIR/EIS Figure 3.1.1-6, Location of the Santa Ana River Trail, construction of the
proposed project would include a new permanent aerial for the new Euclid Street southbound
I-405 on-ramp from Ellis Avenue that would cross over the Santa Ana River Trail. After
construction of the ramp is complete, the new on-ramp would continue to allow recreational use
of the trail on both riverbanks and would not reduce the width of, or access to, the trails. The new
southbound on-ramp would add approximately 2,000 square ft of overhead concrete to the
existing trail. As described in Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, there would be no visual impacts
as a result of construction of the new southbound on-ramp. This permanent aerial easement
would not affect the function, value, and attributes of the Santa Ana River Trail; however, the
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Department proposes a de minimis finding because the direct use area would not affect any of the
recreational activities, features, or attributes of the trail because the direct use area is above the
trail.

The project would construct a new Euclid Street southbound 1-405 on-ramp from Ellis Avenue
that is anticipated to require an approximately 1,700-square-ft TCE over the Santa Ana River
Trail. There would be a reduction to access for the trail system during construction; however, the
trail would be accessible from at least one riverbank at all times during construction. The
restriction of access would be temporary. Measure LU-6 would minimize construction-related
impacts to the Santa Ana River Trail.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L67

Comment PC-L67-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L68

Comment PC-L68-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment PC-L68-2

Soundwalls are used to provide traffic noise abatement to the impacted areas. In some areas, new
soundwalls are recommended, but in most cases existing soundwalls are replaced at a new
location with the same height or higher. Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise
Analysis.

With respect to graffiti control, please see EIR/EIS Measure VIS-18, provided below:

VIS-18: Provide vine planting on soundwalls and retaining walls where feasible and
appropriate. Per Highway Design Manual, Index 902.3(5), vine planting should be
included with all sound barrier projects to reduce the potential for graffiti and to
soften the appearance of the wall.
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Comment PC-L68-3

The proposed project is for improvements to the 1-405 mainline and along arterials as they cross
the freeway.

Comment PC-L68-4

Many existing nonstandard features, such as lack of shoulder of the left side of the freeway, are
being made standard under the build alternatives.

Comment PC-L68-5

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-L68-6

Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS included a detailed air quality assessment. The assessment
quantified potential impacts associated with regional criteria pollutant emissions, with traffic on
surface streets, PM concentrations near the project corridor, MSATS, and construction activity.
The proposed project would relieve congestion and improve operational efficiency on 1-405
between SR-73 and SR-605. The project corridor has insufficient capacity to accommodate
existing and projected travel demands between the SR-73 interchange and 1-605. As discussed in
the transportation analysis, the build alternatives would increase freeway capacity to address the
existing deficiencies. As a result, freeway mainline and interchange operating conditions would
improve. It is important to note that vehicle speeds would improve on both the mainline and in
the HOV lanes. Peak-hour congestion would be reduced, leading to a reduction in vehicle idling
and associated emissions. The transportation analysis assessed more than 75 intersections in the
project area. The analysis indicated that none of the intersections operating at a poor LOS (i.e.,
D, E, or F) without the project would be further congested with the proposed improvements. To
the contrary, the proposed project reduces queuing onto arterials due to mainline congestion and
ramp meter operation and decreases arterial congestion. Potential emission increases associated
with the increase in average daily traffic would be offset by the increase of vehicle speed in the
project area, which is an indication of reduced congestion and idling of vehicles. The project is
not expected to cause an adverse effect with respect to air quality at any nearby sensitive
receptor, despite some sensitive receptors being located closer to the ROW.
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Comment PC-L68-7

Please see EIR/EIS Sections 3.1.4, Community Impacts; 3.1.6, Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities; 3.2.6, Air Quality; and 3.2.7, Noise, regarding issues related to
Responses to Comments PC-L68-1 through PC-L68-7.

Renewed Measure M was passed by the voters of Orange County, and the proposed project was
included in that measure. For additional information, please see Common Response — Measure
M Funding.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L69

Comment PC-L69-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Health Risks.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L70

Comment PC-L70-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L71

Comment PC-L71-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L72

Comment PC-L72-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L72-2

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-L72-3

Under the No Build Alternative, vehicles entering 1-405 northbound from Seal Beach Boulevard
must merge one lane left to access 1-605 and one more lane left to continue on 1-405 northbound.
Under all of the alternatives, one lane change plus a lane merge downstream of the SR-22
westbound off-ramp would be required to reach 1-605 and two additional lane changes to reach
1-405.

Comment PC-L72-4

The additional lanes and improved performance on 1-405 under the build alternatives compared
to the No Build Alternative will encourage traffic currently diverting from the congested freeway
to local streets to remain on the freeway.

Comment PC-L72-5

Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS included a detailed air quality assessment. The assessment
quantified potential impacts associated with regional criteria pollutant emissions, with traffic on
surface streets, PM concentrations near the project corridor, MSATS, and construction activity.
The proposed project would relieve congestion and improve operational efficiency on 1-405
between SR-73 and SR-605. The project corridor has insufficient capacity to accommodate
existing and projected travel demands between the SR-73 interchange and 1-605. As discussed in
the transportation analysis, the build alternatives would increase freeway capacity to address the
existing deficiencies. As a result, freeway mainline and interchange operating conditions would
improve. It is important to note that vehicle speeds would improve on both the mainline and in
the HOV lanes. Peak-hour congestion would be reduced, leading to a reduction in vehicle idling
and associated emissions. The transportation analysis assessed more than 75 intersections in the
project area. The analysis indicated that none of the intersections operating at a poor LOS (i.e.,
D, E, or F) without the project would be further congested with the proposed improvements. To
the contrary, the proposed project reduces queuing onto arterials due to mainline congestion and

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-L-73 March 2015



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ramp meter operation and decreases arterial congestion. Potential emission increases associated
with the increase in average daily traffic would be offset by the increase of vehicle speed in the
project area, which is an indication of reduced congestion and idling of vehicles. In addition,
Tables 3.2.6-9 and 3.2.6-10 show that 1- and 8-hour CO concentrations would be well below the
State and federal standards at the highest volume and most congested intersections, including
Seal Beach Boulevard at 1-405. The project is not expected to cause an adverse effect with
respect to air quality at any nearby sensitive receptor, including those located in southbound
College Park East.

Comment PC-L72-6

Under Alternative 3, HOVs would use the Express Lanes free, provided they meet the occupancy
eligibility requirement. Regarding the change in occupancy requirement to three persons per
vehicle, please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

The experience on SR-91 is that motorists from all income groups use the Express Lanes.

With respect to the potential loss of business due to the limited access to the Express Lanes,
please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-L72-7
Please see Response to Comment PC-L72-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-L73

Comment PC-L73-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-L73-2

Please see EIR/EIS Sections 3.2.6, Air Quality, and 3.2.7, Noise, for discussions regarding air
quality and noise impacts as a result of the project. The air quality analysis for the project has
been prepared in accordance with the requirements under NEPA and CEQA, as well as those of
the Clean Air Acts, Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies and guidance by EPA,
FHWA, and Caltrans, as appropriate.
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The Noise Study Report prepared for the proposed project evaluated potential traffic noise
impacts in accordance with the guidelines and requirements of CEQA and NEPA. Because the
project is on a State Highway facility, traffic noise impacts and noise abatement measures were
evaluated for NEPA in accordance with FHWA'’s Title 23 CFR 772 regulations and Caltrans’
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (Protocol). Future traffic noise levels are predicted for free-
flowing conditions, and soundwalls are recommended to provide noise abatement for the highest
possible traffic noise that can be produced by the freeway. Please see Common Response —
Noise/Noise Analysis.

MSATS have the greatest potential to affect the health of residents located adjacent to the project.
Although the various alternatives would place travel lanes closer to some residences, it is
anticipated that MSAT exposure, including DPM, would be less than existing conditions. MSAT
emissions are likely lower than existing levels in the design year as a result of EPA's and
California’s control programs that are projected to further reduce MSAT emissions. Please see
Common Response — Health Risks.

Air quality Measures AQ-1 through AQ-14, described in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, will
avoid and/or minimize all construction-related air quality effects. As described in Section 3.2.6,
emissions will be reduced under all of the build alternatives compared to the future No Build
Alternative, and no permanent adverse project-related air quality effects were identified. Please
see Common Response — Air Quality.

Comment PC-L73-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-L73-2.

Comment PC-L73-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-L73-1.

Comment PC-L73-5

Alternatives M3, M9, M10, M11, M12, and M13 (see Section 2.2.7 and Figure 2-8 of the Draft
EIR/EIS), evaluated as part of the 1-405 MIS (2003-2006), included project components similar
to what you are recommending within your comment. These alternatives were not considered
viable alternatives for further consideration because they do not fulfill the project purpose and
are substantially more expensive than the build alternatives (see discussion of Alternatives M3,
M9, M10, M11, M12, and M13 in Section 2.7). Please also see Common Response — Elimination
of LRT and BRT Alternatives.
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